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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 

PRAYER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 

opening prayer will be offered by Rev. 
Rebecca Spencer, senior pastor of Cen-
tral Congregational Church, United 
Church of Christ, Providence, RI. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Shall we pray. 
Gracious and loving God, we thank 

You for Your presence with us. You 
offer wisdom and perspective and 
grace. We ask Your blessings to be 
upon these elected representatives. 
May all that we do reflect Your pur-
pose that we live together as Your chil-
dren in harmony and freedom. May 
Your blessings and our work bring real 
hope to those who may be struggling or 
oppressed. 

We do ask for Your special blessings 
to be with those who serve our country 
in the military—at home, at sea, in the 
air, and foreign countries. Shield them 
from danger as they work for peace. 

This is indeed a gift of a new day You 
have given to us. May all our endeavors 
honor You and may we all serve the 
cause of life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness in this beloved land of ours. 
May we truly do justice and love kind-
ness and walk humbly with You, our 
God. 

Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 

to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, April 19, 2012. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2011—MO-
TION TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1925, which 
the clerk will report by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to S. 1925, a bill to reau-
thorize the Violence Against Women Act of 
1994. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would 
yield to my friend from Rhode Island. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island is 
recognized. 

WELCOMING THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
thank the majority leader for that 
courtesy. I will only take a moment to 
recognize and welcome Rev. Rebecca 
Spencer who shared with us the prayer 
that began the Senate session this 
morning. 

She has been the senior pastor of the 
Central Congregational Church in 
Providence, RI, since 1988. It was my 
congregation for the years that I lived 
in Providence. My wife and I renewed 
our vows under her care. She is a won-
derful and thoughtful preacher from 
the pulpit. Her church has perhaps the 
best musical and choral program cer-
tainly anywhere in Rhode Island and 
probably for a good distance around. If 
you have not heard the ‘‘Hallelujah 
Chorus’’ sung at Easter at Central Con-
gregational Church, you have missed 
an extraordinary experience. 

But her greatest contribution in a 
community that she has served now for 
24 years has been pastoral work with 
the families who make Central Con-
gregational their home and the home 
of their faith. From birth to baptisms 
and for kids coming up through the 
youth programs the church runs, 
through marriages and unfortunately 
sometimes divorces, and through ill-
ness and death, Reverend Spencer is a 
wonderful friend and a wonderful sol-
ace and a wonderful gift to all of the 
congregation that she serves. 

She is joined today by her sons Tom 
and Ezra. We welcome them as well, 
and are delighted that she has taken 
the time to come down from Provi-
dence, RI. 

I thank our Chaplain, Chaplain 
Black, for his courtesy in helping to fa-
cilitate this visit. 

I yield the floor. 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 

is now considering the motion to pro-
ceed to the Violence Against Women 
Reauthorization Act. Following my re-
marks and those of the Republican 
leader, if any, the first hour will be 
equally divided between the two sides. 
The Republicans will control the first 
30 minutes, the Democrats the final 30 
minutes. 
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I note that the filing deadline for sec-

ond-degree amendments to the sub-
stitute amendment and to the postal 
reform bill is 11 a.m. today. We are still 
hopeful of working out an agreement 
on the postal reform bill. If no agree-
ment is reached, there will be a cloture 
vote on the substitute amendment this 
afternoon at 2:15. 

POSTAL REFORM 
Mr. President, for more than two 

centuries, 200 years, America’s postal 
system thrived and grew in spite of 
rapidly changing technology. The Post-
al Service survived the invention of the 
telegraph, the telephone. It expanded 
despite radio and television. It grew re-
gardless of the fax machine. 

The post office was created in the 
day of the quill and ink—these ink-
wells we talked about yesterday—and 
mailbags slung across horses. The post 
office survived all of that. It grew 
through the days of horse and buggy, 
steamboat and railroad, into the age of 
airplanes. It adjusted to the expansion 
of the suburbs, to the growth of cities, 
and the explosion of our population 
generally. 

It adapted from hand sorting and 
conveyer belts, with the invention of 
ZIP Codes and optical sorting ma-
chines. The post office has always 
found creative, cutting-edge ways to do 
more and more to move mail more 
quickly, and more of it. 

In fact, for two centuries, the Postal 
Service relied on technology to cope 
with constant growth, growth in the 
volume of mail it delivered and the 
number of homes and businesses to 
which it delivered. And for 200 years, 
the Postal Service kept up with a flood 
of packages and letters and mail orders 
and online purchases, catalogues and 
fliers, life-saving medications and ab-
sentee ballots, bulk mail and overnight 
delivery. The post office survived. 

Today the Postal Service handles 
nearly half the world’s mail—554 mil-
lion pieces every day, 6,400 pieces every 
second. That feat would be impossible 
without modern technology and world- 
class workers and facilities. But now 
technology is both a solution and a 
problem. In the last 5 years, the Postal 
Service has seen mail volume drop by 
more than 20 percent. That trend is ex-
pected to continue. 

E-mail and online bill payments sig-
nificantly contributed to this crisis. 
Today letters, orders, payments across 
the world happen with the click of a 
mouse. And the challenge facing the 
Postal Service is how to adapt to a de-
creasing volume of mail rather than 
how to deal with increasing demand. 

The bipartisan compromise before 
the Senate will help the system do 
that. It will build a leaner, smarter 
post office which offers new products 
and services while protecting its mis-
sion—delivering the mail 6 days a week 
to every corner of our great Nation. 

The postal reform legislation before 
this body will sensibly restructure the 
system while preserving overnight and 
Saturday delivery. The legislation will 

save the Postal Service from insol-
vency. It will responsibly reduce the 
Postal Service workforce and the num-
ber of facilities it maintains. But it 
will also protect postal employees, in-
cluding 130,000 veterans from our 
Armed Forces. It will also safeguard 
the more than 8 million jobs that de-
pend on a vibrant postal system. And, 
most importantly, it will account for 
the needs of millions of seniors, people 
with disabilities, small business own-
ers, and rural Americans for whom the 
U.S. mail is an important lifeline to 
the outside world. 

Unlike the unacceptable bill Con-
gressman ISSA is pursuing in the 
House, this bipartisanship Senate bill 
preserves the Postal Service we know 
and rely on. The House bill, by con-
trast, would immediately eliminate 
Saturday delivery, and it would set up 
commissions to unilaterally cut costs 
by closing post offices and processing 
plants, voiding union contracts and 
laying off tens of thousands of workers 
when our economy can least afford it. 

That may be why Congressman ISSA’s 
bill has not come up for a vote. There 
could be other reasons. But even the 
tea party advocates have trouble sup-
porting his reckless ideas. The Senate 
bill we are considering today is not 
perfect. It will not save every post of-
fice, every job, or every distribution 
center. It will not please every Sen-
ator, every postal worker, or every cus-
tomer. But unlike the House legisla-
tion, it is a strong, bipartisan bill that 
will modernize an institution enshrined 
in the Constitution without gutting its 
mission. 

I hope we can continue to work to-
gether to pass this worthy legislation, 
but we are going to have to make a de-
cision on that this morning. I appre-
ciate everyone’s cooperation. I espe-
cially appreciate the hard work of Sen-
ator JOE LIEBERMAN and Senator 
SUSAN COLLINS, the two floor managers 
of this legislation. There have been 
others who have worked very hard on 
this legislation, not the least of whom 
is TOM CARPER who has devoted a lot of 
the last few years of his life to this leg-
islation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized. 

SVINICKI NOMINATION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-

terday I came to the floor to call atten-
tion to a woman named Kristine 
Svinicki, a widely respected nuclear 
engineer who sits on the Nuclear Regu-

latory Commission, the Federal agency 
charged with ensuring the safety of our 
Nation’s nuclear powerplants. At the 
moment, Commissioner Svinicki is in 
Africa, sharing her expertise on nu-
clear safety at the request of the 
Obama administration, which should 
not surprise anybody, since she is one 
of the world’s leading experts on the 
topic, and since President Obama’s own 
Chief of Staff signed a letter a few 
months ago expressing the administra-
tion’s confidence in her commitment 
to the mission of the NRC and her abil-
ity to fulfill it. 

I have the letter. It is dated Decem-
ber 12. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, December 12, 2011. 

Hon. GREGORY B. JACZKO, 
Chairman, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion, Washington, DC. 
Hon. GEORGE APOSTOLAKIS, 
Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion, Washington, DC. 
Hon. WILLIAM D. MAGWOOD IV, 
Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion, Washington, DC. 
Hon. WILLIAM C. OSTENDORFF, 
Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion, Washington, DC. 
Hon. KRISTINE L. SVINICKI, 
Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion, Washington, DC. 
DEAR COMMISSIONERS: I am writing to you 

regarding the internal management issues at 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission raised 
in the Commissioners letter to me dated Oc-
tober 13, 2011. 

As an initial matter, I would like to thank 
you again for raising these concerns with 
me, and for your commitment to fulfilling 
the agency’s important mission to ensure 
the safe civilian use of nuclear materials. 
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has an 
important mission, and we respect and ap-
preciate your strong commitment to the 
Commission’s work and values. 

As you know, upon receipt of the October 
13 letter, I arranged to meet personally with 
each of you so that I would have opportunity 
to discuss these matters with you. I also met 
with the agency’s Executive Director of Op-
erations. By letter dated December 7, 2011, 
Chairman Jaczko subsequently responded in 
writing to the concerns raised in the October 
13 letter. 

While I recognize that there are tensions 
and disagreements among the Commis-
sioners, each of you made it clear in your 
conversations with me that these manage-
ment differences have not impaired the Com-
mission’s ability to fulfill its mission or in 
any way jeopardized the safety and security 
of nuclear facilities in the United States. 

I share your commitment to the mission of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and 
agree that sound leadership and management 
practices are essential to its proper func-
tioning. In our meetings each of you ex-
pressed your strong commitment to the 
agency and to ensuring that it fulfills its 
mission. We have confidence in your ability 
to do so, and urge each of you to make every 
effort to improve the internal communica-
tions at the agency. 

The Chairman has committed to improve 
communications amongst you, including by 
keeping fellow Commissioners better in-
formed, and has proposed that all of the 
Commissioners meet with a trusted third 
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party to promote a better dialog. I urge you 
to pursue such a course of action and to keep 
me apprised of your progress and, as appro-
priate, any findings or recommendations of 
the agency’s Office of Inspector General, as I 
intend to continue to monitor the situation. 

I have also enclosed for your information 
my response to a letter I received on this 
matter from Chairman Issa. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM M. DALEY, 

Chief of Staff. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
what is surprising is that despite all of 
this, despite her expertise, despite the 
administration’s own stated support 
for her work, she has not yet been re-
nominated. The White House alone has 
the power to renominate. For some 
reason they have not. Look, the only 
possible reason for this delay is the 
fact that she had the courage to blow 
the whistle on the Commission’s Chair-
man Gregory Jazcko, a guy whose tem-
per and condescension toward subordi-
nates, particularly women, nearly cost 
him his job. 

So let’s be clear about this. The only 
reason we are even talking about Kris-
tine Svinicki right now is because she 
had the courage to stand up to a hos-
tile work environment and the bully 
who was responsible for it. That is the 
only reason we are even having this 
conversation. She should be applauded 
for that, not hung out to dry. 

Yet that is precisely what has been 
happening here. Commissioner 
Svinicki is one of the world’s leading 
experts on nuclear safety. She was con-
firmed in her current term without a 
single dissenting vote—not one. She 
enjoys the respect of her colleagues 
and, as the letter I just cited shows, of 
the Obama administration as well. Her 
renomination papers were completed 
more than a year ago, as was the FBI 
report that nominees have to complete 
ahead of being confirmed. 

If this nomination continues to be 
held, after she had the courage to take 
a stand, it will send a chill up the spine 
of every whistleblower in Washington. 
Commissioner Svinicki spoke out 
against a guy that even Democratic 
commissioners say bullied employees 
and intimidated female workers. Kris-
tine Svinicki did the right thing in 
raising the alarm. She should not pay a 
price for it. The White House says it 
likes the job she is doing. They sent 
her to Africa to give a keynote address 
on nuclear safety. Yet for over a year 
there has been silence. It is my hope 
they are not rewarding abusive behav-
ior by silencing someone who had the 
courage to speak out. There is no rea-
son for this renomination and recon-
firmation to wait another single day. 

If Democrats have a problem with 
Commissioner Svinicki, then let’s de-
bate it. 

This morning, I renew my call for the 
White House to send this nomination 
over immediately and for the Senate to 
act quickly to get Commissioner 
Svinicki reconfirmed. The White House 
said just yesterday there should be no 
interruption in service on the Commis-
sion, so why don’t we get this done. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
first hour will be equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders, or 
their designees, with the Republicans 
controlling the first 30 minutes and the 
majority controlling the second 30 min-
utes. 

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized. 

CONFERENCE SPENDING 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want 

to spend a few minutes talking about 
what is occurring with the GSA con-
ference waste that has been in the news 
of late. My criticisms are not mainly 
directed toward GSA. 

Over 3 years ago, I started doing 
oversight on conferences by govern-
ment agencies. Today I have an amend-
ment, which will not be allowed to be 
considered, that will hold the agencies 
accountable in terms of their con-
ferences. Through the years I have put 
out five reports on wasteful conference 
spending from the Department of Jus-
tice, where it spent $380 million over a 
5-year period on conferences, to the De-
partment of Agriculture, and to the 
Department of HHS in terms of sending 
thousands of people to one conference 
at a time. All of it went unheeded. 

Now we have the GSA—with Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House 
aghast at the waste that has been spent 
in terms of the GSA conference out 
West. Had we been doing our job—and 
there were multiple amendments I 
have offered over the last 6 years to 
control conference spending, which 
have been rejected on party-line votes, 
to try to bring some semblance of rea-
sonableness and control to conference 
spending by the various Federal Gov-
ernment agencies. 

So we have this problem with the 
GSA today, but not because of the 
GSA; it is because of ourselves. We re-
fused to do the hard work of passing re-
quirements that would hold Federal 
agencies accountable. 

My hope is that we would, in one 
small step, accept an amendment on 
the postal bill that would allow us to 
start holding the agencies accountable. 
It makes for great press and great TV 
when we stand aghast at what is obvi-
ously wasteful spending by an agency, 
but that accomplishes nothing other 
than advancing the political careers of 
my colleagues. We can accomplish 
something with real legislation that 
has real teeth and holds the agencies 
accountable. It is my hope we can have 
a vote—I don’t even think it would 
take a vote; I think it would be accept-
ed by unanimous consent—that would 
force the agencies to now come into 
compliance both in terms of trans-
parency and accountability in how 
they spend their money. 

Every Federal Government agency 
today has the capability for teleconfer-
encing. We don’t have to send 1,000 peo-
ple, at $2,000 apiece, to a conference to 
accomplish education and training. We 
all have it in our offices. The GAO has 

determined that most Federal employ-
ees see conferencing as one of the perks 
of their job, which is in one of their re-
ports. 

I invite the American constituency 
to look at my Web site, 
coburn.senate.gov, and go to the stud-
ies we put out and oversight reports on 
wasteful conference spending over the 
last 3 to 5 years and ask themselves a 
question: Why didn’t Congress act on 
it? Why didn’t they do something 
about it? 

Now we claim we are insulted at the 
waste. We have had five different op-
portunities with amendments to do 
something about it, and we rejected 
them. We have seen oversight reports 
that are fully documented which show 
the waste. Yet we have not done any-
thing. 

If Americans are upset with the 
waste of the GSA conference, they need 
to be upset with Members of the Senate 
who have rejected time and again the 
ability to hold agencies accountable on 
conference spending. It is my hope that 
in a bipartisan manner we can address 
this issue—and not just for GSA but for 
every government agency so that now 
we can see transparency and account-
ability in how the hard-working Amer-
ican taxpayers’ dollars are spent, not 
wasted, and they will know when 
money is spent on a conference, every-
body will see it, and they are going to 
have to justify not only the expendi-
ture but the reason they are sending 
people to vacation spots when they 
should be doing it through teleconfer-
encing and bringing needed updates to 
Federal employees in a much more effi-
cient and effective way. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec-
ognized. 

THE ECONOMY 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend and my congressional neigh-
bor. When we were in the House, we 
represented adjoining districts in Mis-
souri and Oklahoma, and it is good to 
be serving in the Senate with my friend 
and to hear his commonsense approach 
on how we need to solve the problems 
we are facing as a country and the 
needless problems the government 
seems to be willing to create for itself. 

We have been talking so much—at 
least the President has been talking 
about economic fairness as the prin-
cipal goal of the Tax Code. Frankly, 
the most fair thing we can do in the 
Tax Code and in the Senate would be to 
work to be sure we are dealing with the 
important issues the job creators and 
families are dealing with across the 
country today. 

All of us have had the opportunity to 
be home over the last 2 weeks. I was 
able to be in the last of the 115 Mis-
souri counties that I hadn’t been in 
since I was sworn into the Senate 15 or 
so months ago. I learn a lot when I am 
out there. 

What I learned this time is that peo-
ple are focused on fuel costs. Fuel costs 
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are on track to hit an average of $4 per 
gallon by summertime. This is more 
than double what fuel costs were in 
January of 2009, and it set the all-time 
record for the last 2 months. I talked 
to the people in south central Missouri 
who are trying to provide transpor-
tation for older Americans and disabled 
Americans, and the fuel cost increase 
of $150,000 means they have to cut back 
their services. 

The chamber of commerce survey 
this week found that nearly one out of 
four small businesses reported that 
their top concern was gas prices. When 
we think about that, whether it is de-
livery or whether it is employees get-
ting to work or whether it is people de-
ciding they cannot go to that small 
business—the restaurant, the bowling 
alley, a movie theater, or whatever it 
might be because they just put too 
much money in the gas tank of their 
cars—we should be concerned. 

Unfortunately, instead of working to 
pass solutions that would jumpstart 
our economy and restore consumer 
confidence, we simply want to talk 
about the wrong thing over and over. 
We had a vote on the so-called Buffett 
tax this week, which almost everybody 
who talked about it said it is more of 
a gimmick than a solution because 
even if we collected this new tax on 
Warren Buffett and his wealthy friends, 
in a year we would collect what the 
Federal Government deficit is in a day. 
We will not solve this problem dealing 
with one three-hundred sixty-fifth of 
the deficit like it is the solution to the 
problem. 

The lead sponsor of the Buffett tax in 
the Senate, Senator WHITEHOUSE, said 
on the Senate floor that the aim of the 
bill is not to lower the unemployment 
rate or the price of gasoline. Why 
would we not have a bill on the Senate 
floor the aim of which is either to do 
something about energy prices or job 
creation? 

This bill would generate less than 1 
percent of the $7 trillion deficit pro-
jected in the 2013 budget during that 
same period of time. It would take 250 
years to collect enough money under 
the so-called Buffett rule to pay the 
2011 deficit. If the solution to last 
year’s deficit would take us 250 years of 
recovery, the truth is we are just wast-
ing a lot of time on little things rather 
than big things. We can make little 
things sound big. 

We can make it sound as though fair-
ness is the critical element of every-
thing the government should do, as op-
posed to opportunity being the critical 
element of everything the government 
should do. We can make it sound as 
though people will still invest money, 
their IRAs or their lifetime savings— 
their return is, even if they are suc-
cessful, zero. But that is not what is 
going to happen. 

I just finished reading a book about 
President Eisenhower and General Ei-
senhower. There are many pertinent 
things in that book, but one was when 
General Eisenhower and others came 

back from World War II, the top tax 
rate was 90 percent. From 1933–1934 
until 1981, it was at least 70 percent. 

Two points can be made there. No-
body paid it if they figured out how to 
avoid it, and almost everybody figured 
out how to avoid it—lots of passive in-
vestments instead of active ones. It 
had to be a good time for municipal 
bonds because there was no tax on 
them. So why not put your money 
there. If you made any money, 70 per-
cent would go to the Federal Govern-
ment or, in 1946, 90 percent would go to 
the Federal Government. 

But the capital gains rate—which 
happened to be the rate at which World 
War II memoirs were taxed, which is 
why it was in this book—was 25 per-
cent. Even when the top rate in the 
country was 90 percent, nobody 
thought the capital gains rate should 
be even one-third of that because they 
knew people would not invest money if 
there was no return. We need tax poli-
cies that multiply the opportunities 
created in our economy rather than 
subtract from those opportunities. 

If we want this not to be about poli-
tics but about math, it needs to be 
about multiplication not subtraction 
and about how to drive an economy to 
encourage more private sector jobs. 

How do we encourage investment and 
encourage people to take risks? If no-
body takes a risk, somebody else 
doesn’t get an opportunity. People 
being willing to take a risk means that 
an opportunity is created for somebody 
else that would not have been created 
otherwise. Last month, we were here 
talking about tax hikes on American 
energy producers that clearly would be 
passed along to consumers. Nobody 
even argues if we had passed those tax 
hikes last month that gas prices would 
not go up. 

Why in the world would we argue 
about anything that would raise gas 
prices rather than lower gas prices? 
The sponsor of that bill said nobody 
has made the claim that this bill is 
about reducing gas prices. The major-
ity leader, Mr. REID, admitted that this 
is not a question of gas prices. Senator 
SCHUMER said this was never intended 
to talk about lowering gas prices. Sen-
ator BEGICH said the bill would not de-
crease prices at the pump for our fami-
lies and small businesses—and these 
were the supporters of the bill. 

Why would we have a bill on the Sen-
ate floor to do that when we could sup-
port what the President says he is for, 
which is an ‘‘all-of-the-above’’ energy 
strategy? Let’s do what we can to solve 
this problem. The most glaring recent 
example is, of course, the Keystone 
Pipeline, which would run through 
North Dakota, go through Nebraska 
and other States, and get to our refin-
eries. It would create 20,000 jobs, and it 
would decrease our country’s depend-
ence upon people who don’t like us 
very much. It would also encourage 
more North American energy and en-
courage energy from our best trading 
partner, Canada. It is just one of the 
commonsense steps we can make. 

If someone would have told me a cou-
ple years ago that when we went home 
in the spring of 2012, one of the things 
people would be talking about is why 
aren’t we building a oil pipeline from 
Canada, I would have said that is a 
pretty detailed understanding of our 
energy problem, but it is an under-
standing that is out there. If we are 
going to create real economic fairness, 
we need to work together to pass solu-
tions that will bring down the prices at 
the pump and get Americans back to 
work. That is why I believe we need to 
utilize all forms of American energy, 
including wind, solar, renewable, bio-
mass, shale gas, shale oil, coal, and nu-
clear alternatives. 

An announcement is being made 
today by one of our Missouri utility 
companies and Westinghouse about 
small nuclear and how that might be 
part of this all-of-the-above solution. 

I am ready to work with my col-
leagues across the aisle and anywhere 
else to do what we can to help Amer-
ican families. I hope we can do this to-
gether. The shortest path to more 
American jobs is more American en-
ergy. The best and the most fair thing 
we could do is what is good for Amer-
ican families and small businesses and 
job opportunities. I hope we can get to 
work on that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 
THE BUDGET 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss what I did in the 
Budget Committee yesterday, why I 
did it, and where we are headed. 

I have heard people say repeatedly 
that the Senate has now gone for some 
1,000 days since passing a budget reso-
lution. What they are not telling peo-
ple is that last year, instead of a budg-
et resolution, the Senate and the House 
and the President signed a budget con-
trol law. The occupant of the chair 
knows very well, being a former attor-
ney general, that a resolution is purely 
a congressional document. It never 
goes to the President for his signature. 
The Budget Control Act we passed last 
year, while it is true it is not a resolu-
tion, was a law signed by the President 
of the United States, and that law—the 
Budget Control Act—said we are going 
to set the budget for this year and 
next, but beyond that we are also going 
to put in place 10 years of spending 
caps, saving $900 billion. 

On the question of whether the Budg-
et Control Act represents or takes the 
place of a budget resolution for this 
year and next, let me read from the 
text because I think it makes it abun-
dantly clear. It says: The allocations, 
aggregates, and levels set in the Budg-
et Control Act shall apply in the Sen-
ate in the same manner as for a con-
current resolution on the budget. 

That is pretty clear. This law, the 
Budget Control Act law, is to serve in 
the same manner as a budget resolu-
tion for 2012 and 2013, and it sets out 
the spending limits for those years. 
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But it even goes further and sets spend-
ing caps for 10 years—something that, 
in my time here, has never been done 
in a budget resolution. Never in a budg-
et resolution, while I have been here, 
has there been the setting of 10 years of 
spending caps, but that is what was 
done in the Budget Control Act last 
year. 

But that law went even further than 
that. It also created a special com-
mittee and empowered that committee 
to come up with a proposal to reform 
the entitlement programs—Social Se-
curity and Medicare—and reform the 
tax system of the United States, and it 
told that special committee that if it 
came to an agreement, that legislation 
could come to the floor without fear of 
filibuster—without fear of filibuster. 
Extraordinary powers were granted in 
that Budget Control Act to reform So-
cial Security and Medicare and the tax 
system as well. 

That special committee did not 
agree, and the Budget Control Act said: 
If you don’t agree, there are con-
sequences, and the consequences are 
another $1.2 trillion of spending cuts on 
top of the $900 billion of spending re-
straint that was in the underlying act. 

So the special committee didn’t 
agree, and now we have the prospect of 
a sequester imposing another $1.2 tril-
lion of spending cuts on top of the $900 
billion of spending cuts in the under-
lying act, for a total of over $2 trillion 
of spending cuts. That is the biggest 
spending cut package, as far as I know, 
in the history of the United States. Yet 
the other side suggests repeatedly that 
nothing has been done to set spending 
limits when they know full well what 
the Budget Control Act, passed last 
year, does. Yes, it wasn’t a resolution; 
it was a law. Boy, that is sort of civics 
101, that a law is stronger than a reso-
lution. 

I said several days ago I would go to 
markup in the Budget Committee and I 
would lay out a long-term plan because 
while it is true that we have in place 
for the next 2 years a budget under the 
Budget Control Act, what we don’t 
have is an overall long-term plan. The 
Budget Control Act limits discre-
tionary spending for the next 10 years, 
but we also need a program that out-
lines what we are going to do about en-
titlement programs—Medicare, Social 
Security—and what we are going to do 
to reform our tax system, which is 
badly broken. 

So several days ago I said I would lay 
before the Budget Committee the 
Bowles-Simpson plan, which is the only 
bipartisan plan that has emerged. It 
was supported by 11 of the 18 Commis-
sioners. I was proud to be one of five 
Democrats, five Republicans, and one 
Independent. Eleven of the 18 voted to 
support that Bowles-Simpson package. 
Unfortunately, it took a super super-
majority for that plan to come to the 
floor of the House and the Senate; it 
required 14 of the 18 members to agree. 
Eleven of 18 did, which is more than 60 
percent. Even in Washington, usually 

60 percent carries the day, but it didn’t 
with respect to the Bowles-Simpson 
recommendations. 

So I said several days ago I would put 
before the body the Bowles-Simpson 
plan. I did not suggest we would com-
plete action on it at the beginning of 
the markup. Why? Because we already 
have in place the spending limitations 
for this year and next. What we don’t 
have is a longer term plan. We don’t 
need that longer term plan right at 
this moment, but we need it before the 
end of the year because at the end of 
the year all of the Bush-era tax cuts 
are going to expire, and at the end of 
this year we are going to face that se-
quester I mentioned that is in the 
Budget Control Act law that we passed 
last year instead of a budget resolu-
tion. 

Why do we need this longer term 
plan? Well, because we are borrowing 
about 40 cents of every dollar we spend, 
and that is unsustainable. It has to 
change. I have warned repeatedly of 
where we are headed if we don’t change 
course. And here is where we are head-
ed. This chart shows the gross debt of 
the United States if we stay on the tra-
jectory we are on. We can see we are 
here in 2012. At the end of this year, 
the gross debt of the United States will 
be 104 percent of our gross domestic 
product, headed for 119 percent on our 
current trajectory. That shouldn’t be 
permitted to happen, and under the 
plan I laid before our colleagues yester-
day, it won’t happen. 

If we look at the underlying cause of 
these deficits and debt, we can see it is 
the relationship between spending and 
revenue. The red line is the spending 
line, the green line is the revenue line 
of the United States looking back to 
1950, and what one sees is that spending 
is at or near a 60-year high. Actually, 
we have fallen back somewhat from the 
60-year high we reached 2 years ago. 
Revenue is at or near a 60-year low. Ac-
tually, we can see it bumped up to a 70- 
year low back in 2010. But still we see 
a very wide gap between revenue and 
spending. As a result, there is a very 
large deficit—a deficit of $1.2 trillion. 

Now, I could have gone before the 
Budget Committee yesterday and laid 
out another partisan plan, because that 
is what is happening. Congressman 
RYAN, to his credit, laid out a plan, and 
in the House they passed his plan. I 
give him credit for laying out a plan. I 
think the plan is a very bad plan for 
the country and completely lacks bal-
ance. It is all done on the spending side 
of the equation, which leads him to 
truly Draconian cuts—dramatic 
changes in Medicare, for example, dra-
matic changes in Medicaid, dramatic 
changes in the whole structure of serv-
ices the government provides people in 
this country. And the American people 
don’t want a plan that is just a par-
tisan plan. They do not want a plan 
that lacks balance. They do not want a 
plan that is just on one side of the 
ledger. 

As I showed in the previous chart, we 
have a problem on both sides of the 

ledger—on revenue and on spending. 
We have to work on both sides of the 
ledger. And the American people be-
lieve that as well. When asked in the 
Pew Research Center poll last year in 
November, ‘‘What is the best way to re-
duce the Federal budget deficit?’’ 17 
percent said just cut major programs— 
only 17 percent, 1–7. On increasing 
taxes, 8 percent said just increase 
taxes. And 62 percent said a combina-
tion of both. I think the American peo-
ple have it right. They are pretty 
smart. They are pretty smart. 

In 2010 we had the Bowles-Simpson 
Commission, the so-called fiscal com-
mission. Eighteen of us were named to 
serve. It was created by the President 
after a legislative attempt, led by Sen-
ator Gregg of New Hampshire, a Repub-
lican, and myself, failed here. We got a 
majority but we didn’t get a super-
majority. So our attempt to form a 
commission legislatively was thwarted. 
President Obama showed leadership 
and named a Presidential commission 
in order to take on the subject, and in 
December of 2010 that commission re-
ported their conclusion, with 11 of the 
18 of us agreeing to the recommenda-
tions. 

Here are the principles and values 
the fiscal commission used to guide 
their efforts: that it is a patriotic duty 
to make America better; that we 
shouldn’t do anything that would dis-
rupt the economic recovery; that we 
ought to cut and invest to promote 
economic growth and keep America 
competitive; that we ought to protect 
the truly disadvantaged; that we ought 
to cut spending we cannot afford, with 
no exceptions; that we ought to de-
mand productivity and effectiveness 
from Washington; that we ought to re-
form and simplify the Tax Code; that 
we shouldn’t make promises we can’t 
keep; and that the problem of deficits 
and debt are real and the solution will 
be painful. 

Let’s be honest. When you are bor-
rowing 40 cents of every dollar you 
spend, you are not going to solve this 
in a way that doesn’t affect anyone. All 
of us are going to have to participate 
in the solution. 

The last principle that was used to 
guide the commission was that we 
should do things to make America 
sound over the long run. 

So what does the fiscal commission 
plan I laid out do? It puts in place $5.4 
trillion in deficit reduction over 10 
years, including savings that have al-
ready been enacted in the Budget Con-
trol Act. It lowers the deficit from 7.6 
percent of GDP in 2012 to 2.5 percent in 
2015 and down to 1.4 percent in 2022. So 
because of the reductions in deficits, it 
stabilizes the debt and begins to bring 
it down. In fact, it stabilizes the gross 
debt by 2015 and lowers it to 93 percent 
of GDP by 2022. 

Remember my previous slide? Here is 
the quiz. What did it say the debt 
would become by 2022 if we don’t do 
anything as a share of GDP? It said it 
would become 119 percent if we didn’t 
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act. Under the proposal I laid before 
the Budget Committee yesterday, it 
would bring down the debt to 93 per-
cent of GDP—the gross debt to 93 per-
cent of GDP by 2022 instead of 119 per-
cent if we fail to act. 

The plan I laid out reduces overall 
spending to 21.9 percent of GDP by 2022, 
discretionary spending to 4.8 percent of 
GDP by 2022, a record low—a record 
low. In fact, this overall spending level 
is lower than the average spending 
level during the Reagan administra-
tion. 

Our colleagues on the other side are 
always eager to embrace Ronald Rea-
gan’s policies. The proposal I laid out 
yesterday has a lower average spending 
as a share of our national income than 
did President Reagan during the entire 
period of his Presidency. 

The plan I laid out also builds on 
health care reform with additional 
health care savings and fully funds the 
doc fix. What is the doc fix? That is the 
measure to prevent the doctors who 
treat Medicare patients from taking a 
cut of more than 20 percent. 

The plan also calls for Social Secu-
rity reform that ensures the 75-year 
solvency of Social Security, with the 
savings only to extend solvency, not 
for deficit reduction. In other words, 
Social Security reform, those savings 
are not used for deficit reduction. They 
are only used to extend the solvency of 
the program itself. The plan I laid out 
includes fundamental tax reform; 
makes the Tax Code simpler, fairer, 
more efficient, while raising more rev-
enue to reduce our deficit and debt. 

This chart shows the deficit as a per-
centage of GDP under the fiscal com-
mission budget plan I laid before our 
colleagues yesterday. We can see, it 
takes the deficit from 7.6 percent of 
GDP this year—which is down, by the 
way, substantially from 10 percent, 
which is where it has been—down to 1.4 
percent in 2022. The fiscal commission 
budget plan reduces the deficits below 
the 3-percent-of-GDP level that is con-
sidered sustainable by economists, and 
it does that by 2015. 

Again, the gross debt under the plan 
I put before colleagues that comes from 
the fiscal commission work, the 
Bowles-Simpson plan that was con-
cluded and recommended in 2010, would 
take the gross debt down to 93 percent 
of GDP from the 104 percent it is now 
and, as I indicated earlier, an even 
more dramatic improvement compared 
to what the debt would be if we failed 
to act. 

As I indicated, the spending level 
under the fiscal commission budget 
plan is about 21.8 percent of GDP. Dur-
ing the Reagan administration, spend-
ing was 22.1 percent of GDP. So we 
have lower overall spending as a share 
of the national income than was the 
case during the Reagan administration. 
In fact, discretionary spending goes to 
an all-time low of 4.8 percent by the 
end of the 10-year plan. 

We can see, discretionary spending— 
that is distinct from mandatory spend-

ing. Mandatory spending are things 
such as Social Security and Medicare. 
Discretionary spending are things such 
as defense and national parks and law 
enforcement and education. We can 
see, discretionary spending as a share 
of our national income is dropping very 
sharply under this plan. 

What is happening on the other side 
of the spending ledger is the 800-pound 
gorilla, which is health care. That is 
the thing that threatens to swamp the 
boat around here because we can see 
what is happening. Back in 1972 Medi-
care, Medicaid, and other Federal 
health spending was about 1 percent of 
our gross domestic product. If we don’t 
take further steps by 2050, it is going to 
be 13 percent of our gross domestic 
product, from 1 percent to 13 percent. 
Right now in this country, 18 percent 
of our GDP is going to health care. One 
in every six dollars in our whole econ-
omy is going to health care—more than 
$1 in every $6. So that is something we 
have to focus on like a laser, and in the 
fiscal commission plan, we do focus on 
it like a laser. It doesn’t open the 
health care reform debate that we just 
concluded, but it does provide an op-
tion to phase out the tax exclusion for 
health care that economists tell us 
would be one of the most effective 
things we could do to change the direc-
tion of health care expenditure. 

It fully offsets the cost of the so- 
called doc fix, so our doctors treating 
Medicare patients don’t face this huge 
cut that is currently in the law. We 
have additional savings proposals with 
Medicare beneficiary cost sharing, pay-
ments to health care providers being 
reformed, eliminating State gaming of 
the Medicaid tax, and providing the 
Medicaid drug rebate for those who are 
duly eligible in Medicare. This would 
save hundreds of billions of dollars. 

While the fiscal commission did 
make a recommendation on Social Se-
curity, those numbers are not included 
in the proposal I put before our col-
leagues yesterday because I am pre-
cluded from doing so by the law. The 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 pro-
hibits the inclusion of Social Security 
in deficit totals of a budget resolution. 
So I did lay out the proposal from the 
fiscal commission on reforming Social 
Security; but I could not include it in 
the numbers because I am precluded 
from doing so by the law. 

Here are the recommendations from 
the fiscal commission that I included 
in my proposal to our colleagues but 
that are not in the numbers for the 
reason I have given: calls for Social Se-
curity reforms to make it solvent, not 
for deficit reduction; restores 75-year 
solvency and puts it on a stable path 
beyond 75 years; strengthens the safety 
net by enhancing the minimum benefit 
for low-wage workers and by giving an 
actual bump up in benefits for the old-
est seniors and the long-time disabled. 
One of the things we know, people who 
live a long time run out of their bene-
fits. So in the fiscal commission we 
proposed to actually give them a little 

bump up after they have been in retire-
ment for an extended period of time. 

We also provided a hardship exemp-
tion for those who are unable to work 
past the age of 62. One of the things we 
know is a person can take early retire-
ment at age 62—and we are going to 
have to increase the retirement age of 
Social Security over time, over a very 
long time, by the way. In this proposal, 
we increase the retirement age to 69 
over decades. 

We have to increase also the max-
imum level of wages that are taxed for 
Social Security because the traditional 
standard is no longer being followed. 
We are not taxing 90 percent of wages. 
That doesn’t mean the tax is 90 per-
cent, by the way. It means 90 percent 
of wages is being subjected to the tax. 
What has been happening over years is 
we have been getting a reduced share of 
income in this economy to apply the 
Social Security tax to. That is one of 
the reasons we have a shortfall over 
time. Under this plan, we raise the re-
tirement age—but only very gradu-
ally—reaching 69 by 2075. This is 2012. 
So we don’t raise the retirement age to 
69 until 2075. That is 63 years from now. 
But make no mistake, that is impor-
tant because people are living longer. 
In fact, people are living much longer. 

We also have a need for tax reform. 
The Tax Code is out of date, it is ineffi-
cient, and it is hurting U.S. competi-
tiveness. The complexity imposes sig-
nificant burden on individuals and 
businesses. The expiring provisions cre-
ate uncertainty and confusion. We are 
hemorrhaging revenue to the tax gap, 
to tax havens, to abusive tax shelters. 

Many times on this floor I have 
shown a picture of a little building 
down in the Cayman Islands called 
Ugland House. Ugland House claims to 
be the home to 18,000 corporations. A 
little 5-story building down in the Cay-
man Islands claims to be the home to 
18,000 companies. Are all those compa-
nies doing business out of that little 
five-story building? No. The only busi-
ness they are doing down there is mon-
key business, and the monkey business 
they are doing is ducking their taxes 
here and shoving the burden onto all 
the rest of us who pay our taxes. That 
is not right. 

We have to go after these tax havens, 
these abusive tax shelters, and we can 
do it. We need to restore fairness. The 
current system is contributing to 
growing income inequality, and our 
long-term fiscal imbalance, the deficits 
and debt we talked about, must be ad-
dressed. 

CBO Director Elmendorf talked 
about the economic benefits of tax re-
form in a hearing before the Budget 
Committee. He said: 

I think analysts would widely agree that 
reform of the Tax Code that broadened the 
base and brought down rates would be a posi-
tive force for economic growth, both in the 
short term and over a longer period. 

Tax reform has to be part of the 
agenda of this Congress. Here is what is 
happening to income disparity in 
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America. Look at what is happening. 
The top 1 percent—and I am all for the 
top 1 percent doing well. I want every-
one to do well in America, but look 
what is happening. Since 1979, the top 1 
percent, their incomes have gone up al-
most 300 percent. Look at what has 
happened to those in the middle and 
those at the bottom. Their incomes 
have stagnated. They have been about 
stable—gone up a little bit but not 
very much. The top 1 percent has gone 
up like a rocket. One of the reasons is 
the Tax Code of the United States has 
dramatically reduced for the wealthi-
est in our country the tax burden they 
shoulder. They will show us, oh, their 
taxes have gone way up. Sure, they 
have because their incomes have gone 
way up. What has gone down—what has 
gone way down is the effective tax rate 
they pay. The top 400 families, the 
wealthiest 400 families in America, 
have had their effective tax rate al-
most cut in half since 1995. 

Again, I am not one who is against 
success. I come from a family who has 
succeeded. I come from a family who 
has done well, and I am deeply appre-
ciative. I am grateful for the oppor-
tunity this country has provided to my 
family. But do you know what. What is 
fair is fair. What is fair is fair. We have 
to ask everybody to help pull this 
wagon out of the ditch. We are in the 
ditch, and let’s get serious about get-
ting out. 

If we broaden the base of our tax sys-
tem, the people who will be most af-
fected are the wealthiest among us be-
cause look what happens. Here is the 
increase in aftertax income, on aver-
age, from tax expenditures in this 
country; that is, the loopholes, the de-
ductions, the credits, the exclusions 
that are in the current Tax Code. The 
average benefit for the top 1 percent is 
$219,000 a year. The middle quintile, 
their benefit is $3,000. If we reform tax 
expenditures, which we should do, that 
will put some additional burden on 
those who are the wealthiest among us. 

By the way, not everybody who is 
doing well is treated the same way 
under this Tax Code. There are many 
people who are doing well who are pay-
ing a tax rate that is very close to the 
top rate of 35 percent. There are others 
who are paying at a level one-half as 
much; the same income but paying 
much less in taxes. Why? Because they 
have set up their affairs in a way that 
they especially benefit from the cred-
its, the exclusions, the deductions, and 
all the rest of the tax gimmicks that 
riddle the current Tax Code. 

Here is what one of the most conserv-
ative economists in the country said 
about reducing tax expenditures. This 
is Martin Feldstein, professor of eco-
nomics at Harvard, Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers under 
President Reagan. This is what he said 
about cutting tax expenditures: 

Cutting tax expenditures is really the best 
way to reduce government spending. . . . 
[E]liminating tax expenditures does not in-
crease marginal tax rates or reduce the re-

ward for saving, investment or risk-taking. 
It would also increase overall economic effi-
ciency by removing incentives that distort 
private spending decisions. And eliminating 
or consolidating the large number of over-
lapping tax-based subsidies would also great-
ly simplify tax filing. In short, cutting tax 
expenditures is not at all like other ways of 
raising revenue. 

That, from one of the most conserv-
ative economists in the country. 

Our colleagues on the other side say 
wait a minute, we should not have rev-
enues more than 18 percent of gross do-
mestic product because that is, on av-
erage, what it has been over the last 30 
or 40 years. The problem with their 
analysis is the last five times we have 
balanced the budget the revenue has 
not been 18 percent of GDP. The last 
five times we have balanced the budg-
et, revenue has been at 19.7, in 1969; 
19.9, in 1998; 19.8 percent of GDP in 1999; 
20.6 percent of GDP in 2000; and 19.5 
percent of GDP in 2001. If people want 
to be serious about balancing the budg-
et, we are going to have to have a rev-
enue level, based on what we see his-
torically, that is more than 18 percent 
of GDP. 

The fiscal commission plan I laid be-
fore colleagues yesterday, the so-called 
Bowles-Simpson plan, does this with 
respect to tax reform. It eliminates or 
scales back those tax expenditures we 
were discussing but lowers tax rates. 
You can lower tax rates and get more 
money if you broaden the base, if you 
reduce some of these tax expenditures 
that frankly go disproportionately to 
the wealthiest among us and have 
grown like Topsy in the Tax Code. 

We can promote economic growth 
and improve America’s global competi-
tiveness, we can make the Tax Code 
more competitive, we can have what 
was included in the fiscal commission, 
an option, a reform plan that calls for 
three rates for individuals: 12 percent, 
22 percent, and 28 percent. The top rate 
now is 35 percent. A corporate rate of 
28 percent. The corporate rate now is 35 
percent. 

The fiscal commission plan called for 
capital gains and dividends to be taxed 
as ordinary income. Instead of having a 
differential for capital gains and divi-
dends, they were taxed at ordinary 
rates. But the fiscal commission also 
said if you want to have a differential, 
you have to pay for it by buying up the 
top rate. 

For those who believe strongly you 
need to have a differential for cap 
gains and perhaps dividends, you can 
do that, but then you have to have a 
higher top rate than 28 percent. 

The fiscal commission plan reforms 
the mortgage interest and charitable 
deductions, it preserves the child tax 
credit and earned-income tax credit, 
and completely repeals the alternative 
minimum tax. 

Under this plan, revenues grow to 20.5 
percent of GDP by 2022. In fact, the rev-
enue under the fiscal commission plan 
during the 10 years of the plan averages 
19.7 percent. That is right at the level 
that has been required the last five 

times we have balanced the budget. 
That is very close to the revenue level 
during the Clinton administration, the 
last time we did balance the budget. By 
the way, that was a Democratic Presi-
dent. 

Some say that is a big tax increase 
you are talking about, Senator. No, it 
is not a big tax increase. It is addi-
tional revenue of $2.4 trillion compared 
to roughly current policy, what is hap-
pening right now. But compared to cur-
rent law it is actually a $1.8 trillion tax 
cut because all of the tax cuts that 
were put in place in the Bush adminis-
tration are about to expire. So if you 
compare it to that law, this proposal 
represents a $1.8 trillion tax cut. It is 
more revenue than we would get under 
current policy but less revenue than we 
would get under current law. 

The fiscal commission plan I laid be-
fore colleagues yesterday, the so-called 
Bowles-Simpson plan, also had certain 
process changes to tighten things up 
around here, to become more dis-
ciplined. It set discretionary spending 
caps through 2022 enforced by a 60-vote 
point of order and sequester; firewalls 
between security and nonsecurity 
spending so money could not be di-
verted between the two; a separate cap 
for war funding with annual limits pro-
posed by the President; more rigorous 
emergency designation procedures and 
annual budgeting for disasters; a fail- 
safe to pressure Congress to maintain a 
stable debt-to-GDP ratio starting in 
2015; more accurate inflation adjust-
ments for indexed programs—that is 
the so-called chained CPI, a more accu-
rate measurement for inflation adjust-
ment; and a process to ensure more re-
liable and timely extended unemploy-
ment insurance benefits. 

I have heard from my colleagues re-
peatedly that the President showed no 
leadership. I don’t believe that. I think 
the President showed extraordinary 
leadership. He averted a depression— 
and make no mistake, that is where we 
were headed when he came into office. 
When he came into office here is what 
was happening. We were losing 800,000 
jobs a month in the private sector. 
That is what he walked into. He did 
not create the conditions that led to 
losing 800,000 jobs a month, he inher-
ited that. 

Look at the progress that has been 
made. Since 24 months ago we have 
seen jobs in the private sector on the 
positive side of the ledger—4 million 
jobs created. That is after he was in a 
situation in which we were losing 
800,000 jobs a month. In the last 4 
months we have been averaging 200,000 
jobs created. That is pretty good lead-
ership. That is a dramatic turnaround. 

The same is true of economic growth. 
When he came into office the economy 
was shrinking at a rate of almost 9 per-
cent. Now it is growing at a rate of 
about 3 percent. That is pretty good 
leadership. That is a dramatic change 
from what he inherited. 

When I hear that the President did 
not show leadership—oh, yes? I would 
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say he showed pretty good leadership. 
He stopped the hemorrhaging. He got 
us going back in the right direction. It 
is not everything we hoped for, but my 
goodness, what a remarkable turn-
around. Two of the most distinguished 
economists in this country said if we 
had not taken the actions that were 
taken by the Federal Government at 
the end of the Bush administration and 
during this administration, we would 
be in a depression. 

We are not in a depression. In fact we 
are growing. We are growing modestly 
but we are growing. We are creating 
jobs in the private sector. The private 
sector is growing. It added 4 million 
jobs since this President got things 
turning around. This President named 
the fiscal commission. There would not 
be a Bowles-Simpson commission had 
the President not appointed it. The 
Bowles-Simpson commission plan is 
what I put before our colleagues yes-
terday. 

Some have criticized me to say: You 
didn’t vote on it. That is right. We are 
not going to vote on it until we believe 
there is the best possible chance to ac-
tually get results. If you go back to the 
Bowles-Simpson commission approach, 
what you saw is they did not time the 
vote until after the 2010 election. What 
I am saying to colleagues is I think we 
ought to follow their good example. 
That is because the truth is, people are 
not likely—all sides are unlikely to get 
off their fixed position right before a 
national election. 

Let me end as I began. We have a 
budget for this year and next. It is con-
tained in the Budget Control Act, a law 
that was passed last year. When my 
colleagues say there was no budget res-
olution passed, what they are not tell-
ing you is instead of a budget resolu-
tion, we passed a budget control law. A 
law is stronger than any resolution. A 
resolution is purely a congressional 
document and never goes to the Presi-
dent for his signature. The Budget Con-
trol Act passed the House and the Sen-
ate and was signed by the President of 
the United States. 

It says in part: 
The allocations, aggregates and levels of 

spending set in this act shall apply in the 
Senate in the same manner as for a concur-
rent resolution on the budget. 

What could be more clear? This law 
is in place of a budget resolution. It is 
stronger than any resolution because it 
is a law. Next time somebody tells you 
there has been no budget resolution for 
1000 days, ask them, but did they pass 
a law that set spending limits? That 
set the budget for this year and next? 
That set 10 years of spending caps that 
saved $900 billion, that gave a special 
committee the ability to change Social 
Security and Medicare and the tax sys-
tem of the United States and not face 
a filibuster? And if they did not suc-
ceed, there would be another $1.2 tril-
lion of cuts? And because they did not 
agree, that additional $1.2 trillion of 
cuts is now in law and will begin to be 
imposed at the beginning of next year? 

That is a total of more than $2 tril-
lion of spending cuts in the Budget 
Control Act passed by the Congress, 
signed by the President, and in force 
today. That is the biggest spending cut 
package in the history of the country. 

If anybody suggests to you no spend-
ing limits have been put in place, ask 
them: What about the Budget Control 
Act? Didn’t you vote on that? Because 
it passed the House. The Republican- 
controlled House, they passed it. It 
passed the Senate and it was signed by 
the President of the United States. It 
is the law. A law is stronger than any 
resolution. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, first I 

thank my colleague, Senator KENT 
CONRAD from North Dakota. To say he 
is going to be missed is an understate-
ment as he goes back to the private 
sector with his beautiful wife and fam-
ily. But his steadfast commitment to 
this country to put our financial house 
back in order is the direction we should 
be going. We should have the courage 
to do that. I believe we will with his 
leadership because he has laid out a 
plan that is more reasonable. There has 
been more bipartisan support for a 
longer period of time, and it has grown. 
It is the only plan since I have been 
here, less than 2 years, that has main-
tained that bipartisan support because 
of the leadership of Senator KENT CON-
RAD. On behalf of the grateful State of 
West Virginia and the people of Amer-
ica and my colleagues here in the Sen-
ate, we thank Senator CONRAD. We 
thank him for his leadership. 

POSTAL SERVICE REFORM 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to share with you the deep con-
cerns that I am hearing from my con-
stituents all across the great State of 
West Virginia, who are worried about 
what will happen to their rural com-
munities if their local post offices are 
forced to shut their doors. In our State, 
we know that the Postal Service is at 
the very core of what makes this coun-
try great, and what connects us all. In 
fact, the Postal Service is America. 
That is why we are willing to come to-
gether across party lines to fight hard 
to preserve the essential services the 
Postal Service provides. 

We also know that serving rural com-
munities is not always profitable and 
private companies will not come in to 
fill the gap if the Postal Service leaves. 
As Americans, we need our rural com-
munities to stay in touch with this 
great Nation. I am fighting, along with 
the members of our delegation, to put 
a stop to these proposed closures. 

These concerns for the future of the 
Postal Service are bringing all West 
Virginians—Democrats and Repub-
licans alike—together for protests, ral-
lies, and letter-writing campaigns. 

In communities where people were 
told their post offices down the road 
might be closed, I am hearing people’s 
fears of unacceptable consequences: 

seniors who wouldn’t be able to get 
their medicines delivered, problems re-
ceiving important checks and other fi-
nancial services, and, just as impor-
tantly, the loss of the ability to stay 
connected to the community and to the 
country as a whole. 

This note comes from Mr. George 
Jones in Nebo, WV, which is in Clay 
County. He writes: 

Few people in this area have access to the 
Internet. They still rely on the post offices 
to keep them connected to the world. And 
our people still use the post office. It just 
makes no sense to cut services to the people 
who still use them. 

They need them as well. 
In communities where the post office 

has already closed, I have heard about 
what it means to the town and its resi-
dents. 

This note comes from Delores Wilson 
in Norton, WV, which is in Randolph 
County: 

Our Post Office was closed last November. 
We now have cluster boxes which are out 
there in the weather, and our residents are 
scared to have their prescription drugs 
mailed to their home or these boxes. Our 
community has been severely affected. We 
used to see each other while getting our 
mail. Our postmaster would let us know 
when children were born and neighbors 
passed away. We collected funds at the post 
office to help our neighbors when they fell on 
hard times or were in need. Now we don’t 
have this central location to do that because 
our small community no longer has its post 
office. 

I have always said that we as a peo-
ple and a country need to pick our pri-
orities based on our values. In West 
Virginia, keeping the Postal Service 
intact is one of the things our people 
truly care about. That is why I have 
raised very serious concerns about this 
bill which does nothing to keep the 
3,700 post offices open, and they are 
currently on the list for potential clo-
sure, including 150 of these proposed 
closures in West Virginia. 

Today I wish to encourage all of my 
colleagues to vote for an amendment I 
have offered that would prohibit any 
postal facility from being closed for 2 
years while the Postal Service figures 
out better ways, working with the 
Postal Service unions, to get its finan-
cial house in order. I have offered this 
amendment because, as I have heard 
from my constituents, we simply can-
not afford to let these facilities close 
in the communities that need them 
most. In our rural towns—places such 
as Norton and Nebo, WV—the Postal 
Service is about much more than a 
place to send and receive mail. Our 
postal facilities are the centerpieces of 
our communities. They are places 
where people gather and share impor-
tant information. They are a symbol of 
the importance of our small towns to 
the people whose families have always 
been there. They are our little place on 
the map. 

This note came from Deanna 
Halstead from Boone County, where 
the Uneeda Post Office could soon be 
closed. She writes: 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:57 Apr 20, 2012 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19AP6.016 S19APPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2527 April 19, 2012 
We have had a post office in this area since 

1902. In fact, the story goes that the citizens 
petitioned for a post office and were asked 
what to name it back in 1902. A gentleman 
saw a can of Nabisco’s Uneeda Biscuits, and 
that is how the post office and town got their 
name. It would be a shame to lose that his-
tory, and it would be hard for our elderly and 
disabled citizens to travel farther for these 
services. Fifteen miles does not sound like 
much to people in Washington, but when you 
rely on public transportation or a neighbor 
to take you, it becomes a big burden. 

I myself grew up in the small town of 
Farmington, WV, a community of just 
a few hundred people. I speak from ex-
perience when I say the post offices in 
these rural communities serve as a 
critical lifeline. 

Even now, as an elected representa-
tive, I receive dozens, sometimes hun-
dreds of letters a day from my con-
stituents, many of whom don’t have ac-
cess to the Internet and can only reach 
me by writing me a letter. That is 
what is so unique about our post of-
fices. They are a vital link for West 
Virginians and many others through-
out the country, and for them it is so 
important that their mail service re-
main uncompromised. 

We all know the U.S. Postal Service 
is in dire straits. The combination of 
the recent recession, the increased use 
of e-mail and text messages, and the 
cost of retiree health benefits has put 
the Postal Service on a path to finan-
cial ruin. In order to remain solvent, 
the U.S. Postal Service must cut costs 
by $20 billion by 2015. 

Anyone who has heard me speak be-
fore knows I share a deep commitment 
to fiscal responsibility, and we just 
heard our dear friend, Senator KENT 
CONRAD, lay it out for us. I truly be-
lieve this Nation’s out-of-control fi-
nances are the biggest threat we face. I 
am not alone. At a Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee hearing a year ago, the 
then-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, ADM Mike Mullen, was asked his 
opinion on the greatest threat to our 
national security. Coming from the De-
fense Department and the person in 
charge, Admiral Mullen—I would have 
thought he would have said something 
about all the turmoil around the world, 
the wars that are going on, the unease 
and unrest that could contribute to 
more wars. I thought he would tell us 
about some rising military power we 
should be concerned about or another 
uprising of a violent attack on this 
country or a terrorist group wishing to 
do us harm. But what he said was very 
simple, and it was a defining moment 
for me as a Senator when he said that 
our national debt is the greatest threat 
this Nation is concerned about, it is 
the greatest threat this Nation faces. 
It was a sobering moment. So believe 
me when I say I truly believe we all 
have to set our priorities based on our 
values and learn very quickly to live 
within our means. That is right. There 
is a right way and a wrong way to go 
about this. 

The bill we have before us proposes 
to close 3,700 rural post offices—I am 

sure including some in the Presiding 
Officer’s own State—for a total savings 
of $200 million—a figure that is less 
than 1 percent of the Postal Service’s 
$20 billion and is roughly equivalent— 
listen to this figure—to the amount we 
spend in 1 day in the Afghanistan war. 
We spend that amount in 1 day fighting 
in Afghanistan, which I think everyone 
knows I am totally opposed to. Yet we 
are going to close 3,700 post offices for 
that 1-day savings for a war in Afghan-
istan. While achieving very little in 
terms of the Postal Service’s bottom 
line, this proposal would have an enor-
mous impact on people all over the 
United States of America, including 
the people in West Virginia who would 
lose up to 150 of their post offices. This 
bill would also lower delivery stand-
ards by allowing the Postal Service to 
go to 5-day service and eliminating 
door delivery. It would add to our na-
tional deficit. In short, I am not sure 
what exactly we are hoping to accom-
plish with this piece of legislation. 

Already in West Virginia we know for 
certain that three of our mail-proc-
essing facilities will be closing, one in 
Clarksburg, one in Parkersburg, and 
one in Petersburg. We still don’t know 
the fate of our facility in Bluefield. 
The impact those closures will have on 
the Postal Service’s bottom line is 
minimal, but the impact to those com-
munities is widely felt and deep. 

Rather than making drastic cuts on 
the front lines, the Postal Service 
needs to consider a different approach 
to getting its financial house in order. 
I truly believe we can save the Postal 
Service without making cuts to the 
services our communities rely on and 
the lifeline that they are, and they are 
needed, and without adding to our 
enormous deficit. We can work to-
gether on a way to keep our postal fa-
cilities open, expand services that raise 
revenue, eliminate enormous bonuses 
for executives, and sustain 6-day-a- 
week delivery service. 

My colleagues and I have suggested 
many commonsense ideas that could 
help solve the problem. For one, cur-
rent law caps pay for Postal Service ex-
ecutives at $199,700—the rate of pay for 
most Cabinet-level Secretaries—but 
provisions in the law allow for bonuses 
and other compensation to increase 
total take-home pay for these execu-
tives to $276,840. That figure is 20 per-
cent higher than the salary of the Vice 
President of the United States. In addi-
tion, the Congressional Research Serv-
ice has noted that ‘‘postal executives 
may be eligible for deferred annual in-
centive bonuses that exceed existing 
caps, the payment of which can be de-
ferred until after he or she leaves the 
postal service.’’ As an example, accord-
ing to CRS, former Postmaster General 
John Potter earned $501,384 in total 
compensation in fiscal year 2010. I 
think most Americans would be 
shocked to know Postal Service execu-
tives can earn larger salaries in the 
form of bonuses and deferred com-
pensation than Cabinet-level Secre-

taries. These excesses must be elimi-
nated. 

We know from an August 2011 report 
by the Postal Service inspector general 
that the Postal Service maintains 67 
million square feet of excess interior 
space and that getting rid of this 
unneeded real estate could net $3.4 bil-
lion over 10 years. I think this is a rev-
enue raiser that deserves some serious 
consideration, and I believe most of my 
colleagues would think the same. 

I would also ask, during a time when 
finances are tight, why did the Postal 
Service spend advertising dollars spon-
soring the U.S. Tour de France team 
and is now sponsoring a NASCAR rac-
ing team? I love NASCAR racing, but I 
am not sure they can afford to be spon-
soring a team. 

There are a variety of ways for the 
Postal Service to get its financial 
house in order without closing their 
doors in the communities that rely on 
them most. 

Back in April my office coordinated 
regional open meetings in the commu-
nities where post offices are on a list 
for potential closure. Along with rep-
resentatives from the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice, my staff was on hand at these 
meetings in McDowell, Raleigh, Wood, 
and Randolph Counties to give local 
residents the opportunity to share 
their creative proposals and common-
sense ideas to help preserve post offices 
in their communities. We got the mes-
sage loudly and clearly: West Vir-
ginians do not want to see their post 
offices closed. They are the lifeblood of 
the community. 

We continue to hear from hundreds of 
West Virginians in letters, phone calls, 
and petitions, folks such as Rebecca 
from Raleigh County, where the Clear 
Creek Post Office is facing closure. Her 
community has had a post office for 140 
years—140 years. Tell me anything that 
is more American than that. Here is 
her letter: 

We are an isolated area. The roads are 
curvy and our citizens are elderly. If this 
post office closes, it will mean 20 miles round 
trip to the nearest post office. 

It is rare to see a community—hun-
dreds of communities, really—come to-
gether around a single issue such as 
this one. But we are seeing hundreds of 
people rush to the defense of an insti-
tution that has built this Nation and 
connected this Nation into what we are 
today. West Virginians do not want to 
see that disappear, and neither do I. 
That is why I will fight, along with my 
colleagues, to find a solution that 
forces the Postal Service to get its fi-
nancial house in order, which I believe 
can be done, without balancing its 
books on the backs of our rural com-
munities and the people who depend on 
that lifeline most—our citizens. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor and note the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address an issue that goes to 
the very heart of our rural commu-
nities: our rural post offices. I am 
speaking while negotiations are going 
on regarding the Postal Service reform 
bill that has many dimensions to it, at-
tempting to put the Postal Service on 
stable financial grounds. But I want to 
focus on this particular aspect: that 
today we must modify the bill that is 
before us so we do not end up destroy-
ing our rural post offices that are at 
the heart of the communities they 
serve. 

It was a few months ago that I was in 
eastern Oregon and received a message 
that the Postmaster General had put 
on the list for closure 41 rural commu-
nity post offices—and that was just in 
my State of Oregon. In the next couple 
days, I dropped by several of those 
rural community post offices. In two 
cases they were open. I talked to the 
postmaster, I talked to citizens who 
were nearby, and I quickly got feed-
back on the destruction that would 
happen in that rural community if we 
do not address this issue in this bill. 

Specifically, there will be a huge im-
pact on the small businesses that use 
the post offices to receive orders and to 
ship orders on a daily basis. Those 
businesses will not be able to function 
if they have to drive 30, 40, 50, 60 miles 
roundtrip each day to pick up orders 
and to ship products—a huge waste of 
time, often on dangerous, winding, nar-
row roads; a huge additional cost, a 
huge distraction from the work they do 
on their farms or on their ranches. In 
short, this will shut down a lot of small 
businesses or those small businesses 
will have to move. They will move to 
larger towns. When they move, the re-
tail dollars move, and it will not be 
long before that small store at the 
heart of that town shuts down. 

In addition, I heard from seniors who 
receive their medicines through the 
mail. In some cases, they are con-
trolled medicines for which they have 
to sign. They have to be there in per-
son. They cannot simply receive them 
through a mailbox, if you will. Cer-
tainly, often our seniors are not always 
in the shape where they can drive daily 
to see if a medicine they are waiting 
for has arrived—that they would have 
to go 40, 50, 60 miles roundtrip to check 
and see if their medicines came in. 
Those folks will start thinking: Well, 
maybe I can’t live in this rural commu-
nity anymore. Maybe I need to move to 
a larger town that has a post office. 

Part of the irony of the bill we have 
before us is often on the Senate floor 
we are talking about spending govern-
ment resources for economic develop-
ment. Well, if you go to a small town 
and ask people what is the most essen-
tial component for the success of their 
small town, their small businesses, 
they are going to tell you the rural 
post office; that without that they are 

pretty much out of business. So how is 
it we spend so much time talking about 
jobs and economic development and 
small business as the factory of job cre-
ation, and yet we have a bill before us 
that basically cuts the heart out of the 
small town economy? 

I originally come from a very small 
town, the small town of Myrtle Creek. 
When I was a small child—born there— 
the Dairy Queen at the heart of town 
was the place we occasionally went as 
a family. That Dairy Queen is still 
there, and I still often drive through 
Myrtle Creek just to go by and have a 
hamburger as I am going north and 
south through Oregon. 

Now, Myrtle Creek does not happen 
to be on the list of the 41 towns where 
the post offices would be shut down. 

But visit my hometown and one 
would get a real sense of the damage 
that would occur if the post office were 
shut down. So I bring a very kind of 
personal sense that this battle matters. 
I wanted to share some of the feedback 
I have had from a couple towns. I wish 
to start with the town of Tiller in 
Douglas County. Tiller is not that far 
away. Myrtle Creek is in Douglas 
County; Roseburg is in Douglas County 
where I started grade school; Tiller is 
in Douglas County. 

This is the post office in Tiller. It is 
16 miles from the next nearest post of-
fice. Imagine that a person lives 10 
miles from Tiller and then they have to 
drive another 16 miles to get to the 
next nearest town. Now we are talking 
about 50 miles round trip. That is an 
hour or more out of their day, and that 
is a lot of cost in gas. That might be 
$10 a day in gas right there, and that is 
a huge factor for many of our families. 

I am going to share with everyone 
some passages from a letter from Diana 
Farris, a former postmaster in Tiller. 
She writes: 

Tiller is one such community where, in 
many ways, time stands still and new tech-
nology is beyond their grasp. In Tiller, cel-
lular phone service is unavailable, DSL and 
cable internet service are unavailable, sat-
ellite service is overpriced with the majority 
of residents in the area unable to afford it 
and there is no Wi-Fi access. 

She continues: 
Dial up internet is available (when the 

poorly maintained telephone system is oper-
ational) at top speeds of approximately 24– 
26k, so slow that many websites, including 
USPS, time out before you can access the 
needed information. 

Diana Farris, former postmaster, 
then says: 

The unemployment rate has risen to 13 
percent in Douglas County, and the lowest 
gas price in Tiller in the last few months has 
been $3.95 per gallon. For communities like 
this, the local Post Office remains the only 
option. 

Many folks in the Senate may think 
in terms of big cities they represent 
that have many options, that have 
FedEx, that have all forms of elec-
tronic communications. They have all 
kinds of alternatives. But those alter-
natives, as Diana points out, are not 
options they have in a small town. In-

deed, one of my colleagues said: I do 
not understand why you are so con-
cerned because FedEx can deliver the 
medicines. 

If one has been to a small town, they 
would find out that FedEx uses the 
post office system to complete the last 
mile of their deliveries. So, no, FedEx 
does not provide an answer for our vet-
erans, for our seniors, for others who 
need medicines or other products being 
delivered through the mail. 

Because of that difficult drive from 
Tiller to the next post office, because 
of the time, because of the distance, 
the closing of the Tiller Post Office 
would have a devastating impact on 
the small businesses that rely on the 
U.S. Postal Service. 

Here is a letter from Alexandra 
Petrowski, who owns a small business. 
It is called Singing Falls Mohair. She 
owns the business with her husband, 
lives in Tiller, and she writes: 

We utilize the services of the U.S. Post Of-
fice extensively. I would estimate that be-
tween 3 and 5 packages go out from our home 
to destinations all over the world on a daily 
basis. We sell our products on EBay and the 
business is flourishing. Our growing market 
is worldwide using the U.S. mail system 
every day of the week excluding Sundays. 

In the EBay marketplace, timely mailing 
is an integral part of good customer service. 
As it is, the Tiller post office is 7 miles from 
our mountain ranch. A closure of the Tiller 
Post Office would require an approximately 
45 mile round trip journey that would se-
verely impact our modest profit margin. 

She concludes: 
We have been engaged in this business for 

30+ years. We are seniors and rely exten-
sively on our cottage industry to sustain our 
ranch operation. Would closing Tiller’s post 
office mean effectively an end to the home 
business? 

Then she answers her own question. 
The answer at this point in time is that it 

would seriously jeopardize our business. 

So here there is a family living on a 
ranch quite a ways outside Tiller, but 
Tiller is the closest place. They would 
have to drive into Tiller, then drive 
this additional 16 miles to the next 
post office, would have to do this on a 
daily basis to ship products. 

They are fortunate to have Internet 
and have been able to advertise and 
have the world see their products and 
advertise them through eBay, but they 
get customer ratings on eBay. If you 
have ever been on eBay, you will see 
that people who have these small busi-
nesses establish online reputations be-
cause they are judged by each of their 
customers. They are rated by each of 
their customers. 

We feel pretty comfortable ordering 
from someone who, say, has shipped 500 
orders and has a 5-star rating and not 
that comfortable ordering from some-
one who has a 3-star rating and cus-
tomer after customer has said: The 
product does not come in a timely 
manner or it is not packaged well, it is 
not shipped well. So this model, small 
businesses completely depend on the 
U.S. Postal Service serving that small 
community. 
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Let me turn to Malheur County, a 

different part of the State, and the 
town of Juntura. I will get a picture of 
the Juntura Post Office before us. We 
will see it is quite a simple looking 
structure, a manufactured building, 
not very expensive to build, certainly 
not very expensive to have it open a 
couple hours a day. So we are talking 
about microscopic costs in the context 
of postal reform that have a monu-
mental impact on the success of our 
small communities—low cost, high im-
pact. 

Is that not the type of deal we argue 
for every day: government efficiency, 
low cost, high impact. This little, sim-
ple modular building, a few wooden 
steps going up to the door, may not 
look like much, but it is a shipping hub 
and a communications hub that makes 
the economy work in Juntura, OR. 

I have a report from a Juntura resi-
dent named Laura Williams. She went 
into a comprehensive analysis of the 
impact of this very modest building. 
She wrote up a 42-page report. It exam-
ines every aspect of how this very inex-
pensive investment—the returns it has 
for the community. I thought I would 
read to all of you a little bit from that 
report. 

She writes that the residents of 
Juntura: 

Will either have to drive to Drewsey, to 
the west, to mail packages, buy money or-
ders and complete a variety of other trans-
actions—or they’ll have to drive east to Har-
per, 34 miles away, a route that winds 
through a river canyon dangerously choked 
with deer during the winter months. 

That is the end of that first part of 
the passage. When I looked at her re-
port, she actually compiled numbers of 
the number of collisions per week with 
deer on this road as one drives from 
Juntura to Drewsey. I was astounded 
by the high rate. It was a rate of sev-
eral collisions a week. 

I remember when I was a kid, a small 
child, and we would be driving the 
rural roads in Douglas County and my 
parents would say: We have to watch 
for deer. If you have a deer come 
through your windshield, you can be 
pretty much toast if you are traveling 
at any substantial speed. If you are on 
a motorcycle and you go around a 
curve and you hit a deer, the deer is 
going to do a lot of damage. 

So it may not sound like something 
folks who come from cities would un-
derstand, but driving roundtrip—in 
this case to Harper, 34 miles away—70 
miles roundtrip through a road that is 
dangerous, in dangerous weather condi-
tions, dangerous because of deer and 
certainly an enormous waste of time 
and fuel, doesn’t make any sense. 

She continues, and this is an analysis 
of Laura Williams from Juntura: 

In essence, Juntura is between a rock and 
a hard place. 

She then analyzes that 25 percent of 
Juntura’s post office users are seniors 
who would be particularly impacted by 
these changes, as they rely heavily on 
the Postal Service to receive medica-

tion and may have more difficulty driv-
ing long distances in hazardous condi-
tions. 

She has one word in bold on the front 
page which sums up her analysis of the 
impact of closing this humble post of-
fice, ‘‘disastrous.’’ It would be disas-
trous for seniors, for veterans, and for 
small businesses. It is disastrous for 
the sense of the community that uses 
this as a place to connect with each 
other. 

Two weeks ago when we were on the 
State work period, I visited Fort Klam-
ath, which is also on the list to be 
closed. When I came, they wanted to 
share their stories, and I want to share 
several of those with you now. 

The first comment is from Jeanette 
and Bob Evans. Bob is a veteran, and 
he receives medication through the 
mail that often needs to be scanned 
and signed for. They would have to 
take a 30-mile trip to pick up the medi-
cation if Fort Klamath post office was 
closed. They will feel the impact in 
that manner, and then they might 
make that trip and find out the medi-
cine hasn’t arrived yet. So they may 
have to make multiple trips. 

They have a rental business that 
must follow State law requiring many 
documents be sent via first-class U.S. 
mail in order to verify the date of noti-
fication. Again, closure of the Fort 
Klamath Post Office will force them to 
take more 30-mile trips to Chiloquin to 
process this mail correctly. 

So there are a couple hundred fami-
lies in this community. It is a beautiful 
area and has a lot of residences rented 
out in the summer. Those folks who 
rent need to have timely service or 
they are not going to come to town. 
This point was made. Once the summer 
renters arrive, which drives the econ-
omy of the town, those renters want to 
be able to mail their letters, and they 
want to be able to receive their pack-
ages. 

So that post office—I don’t have a 
picture of the Fort Klamath Post Of-
fice here, but closing that post office 
would take away not only from the 
business of renting out summer resi-
dences but from the number of folks 
who believe they want to go there and 
spend their vacation. 

Heidi McLean is the proprietor of the 
Aspen Inn in Fort Klamath, which op-
erates seasonally. Heidi uses the post 
office daily to send out information 
packages to everybody interested in 
staying with them during the season. 
Once they get word of somebody being 
interested, they send out the details. 
They have to be received on a timely 
basis or the customer will say they got 
information from somewhere else and 
that is where they are going to go for 
their summer vacation. Then Heidi will 
have lost that business. 

Heidi said they could get by with 
fewer days or partial days, but they 
feel very strongly they need access to a 
local post office and that a 70-mile 
roundtrip to Chiloquin to access their 
mail would be a serious problem for 
their small business. 

Currently, several of my colleagues 
have worked to put together a process 
in the managers’ amendment. They 
have been working hard. I applaud 
them for taking a step forward from 
the basic bill. I appreciate the hard 
work Senator CARPER from Delaware 
has been doing and the hard work Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN from Connecticut has 
been doing. They have both indicated a 
willingness to continue working to try 
to make sure we do not destroy our 
rural communities by shutting down 
their post offices. So we are continuing 
that conversation. 

We have a group of us who have an 
amendment now, including Senator 
MCCASKILL, who is the lead on it. Many 
other folks are involved, including Sen-
ators TESTER, BAUCUS, and LEAHY. I 
don’t have the full list. I thank them 
all. They understand this basic notion 
of little money and the huge impact. It 
is a type of solution we should be driv-
ing through this Chamber. 

Currently, the plan in the managers’ 
amendment is a step forward but not 
quite far enough. I will explain. It says 
the post office will design a series of 
service standards, and they will design 
a procedure. Essentially, before they 
close a post office they will have to do 
an analysis of whether closing the post 
office meets the retail service stand-
ards they have laid out, and after they 
announce the decision there will be an 
opportunity for the decision to be ap-
pealed. That appeal will go to the PRC, 
Postal Review Commission. The PRC 
will evaluate whether they met their 
own standards, and they will evaluate 
whether the procedures were followed. 
If they were not, then the PRC can say 
to the post office that they must go 
back and look at this again. 

It sounds like a system that has 
some routine to it. But why is that not 
sufficient to protect our rural post of-
fices? Very simply, the post office man-
agement is trying to save money. If 
they set service standards, those stand-
ards will be set in a manner that allows 
many of our small towns to be shut 
down—many of our post offices to shut 
down. It is the same reason they put up 
a list of 41—let me put up Tiller again. 
Forty-one of these small town post of-
fices already said—from their internal 
review, from their sense of responsi-
bility, and from their service standards 
they want to shut down 41 of these. 

After a lot of protests, we got a 6- 
month delay, and I am very thankful 
for that. The Postmaster General also 
said: Maybe not 41. For now, we will 
take 20 of them off the list. And he 
took one more off. So we are down to 
about 20 in Oregon. Others could be 
added back at any time. 

The post office has already said they 
want to shut down 41 based on their un-
derstanding of their service respon-
sibilities. So a process we put into stat-
ute that simply says: Will you be a lit-
tle more clear about writing your serv-
ice standards or your procedures is just 
window dressing. 

So we need the Senate to say: Here 
are service standards for delivering 
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medical supplies to our seniors, vet-
erans, and others. Here are standards 
for the communities that do not have 
all the electronic communications that 
big towns have. Here are standards for 
supporting the small businesses in 
these communities. We need to set 
those standards because it is we on the 
Senate floor who have been elected to 
fight for the people of America. The 
post office is trying to balance their 
budget. That is why they said they 
think it is OK to shut down these 41. 

The amendment that Senators 
MCCASKILL, TESTER, BAUCUS, LEAHY, 
and a number of others have put for-
ward is completely compatible with 
the general vision of having an appeal 
process with the Postal Review Com-
mission. But it gives the Postal Review 
Commission an actual standard by 
which to make a decision; otherwise, 
all the post office has to say is, yes, we 
considered the issue—and the word 
‘‘consider’’ is right in the current 
amendment, the managers’ amend-
ment. It is not enough for the post of-
fice to say: Yes, we considered the fact 
that it does affect small businesses, 
such as the Mohair Company that I de-
scribed. There has to be a standard of 
service that we in this body are com-
fortable with in defending the com-
merce of the small town and for small 
businesses. 

So I appreciate the work Senators 
COLLINS, CARPER, and LIEBERMAN are 
doing and that they are engaged in this 
dialog about defending our small 
towns. I know they understand the im-
pact that would occur. Maybe it is an 
impact that hits harder in some States 
than others. It certainly hits hard in 
Oregon. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with the sponsors of our amendment, 
lead by Senator MCCASKILL, and to 
working with the floor leaders of the 
bill because we must not pass through 
this Chamber a bill that would carve 
the heart out of the economy and the 
communications of rural America. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I rise to urge 
the reauthorization of the Violence 
Against Women Act. 

In 1994, this very important act be-
came law. It was groundbreaking for 
women, for law enforcement, and for 
local advocacy organizations that re-
ceived the resources they needed to 
better protect victims of abuse. It em-
powered us to combat domestic and 
dating violence and to prevent sexual 
assault and stalking. 

The Violence Against Women Act has 
improved the criminal justice system’s 

ability to keep victims safe and to hold 
perpetrators accountable. It has been a 
valuable tool for so many women, so 
many children, so many families, and 
law enforcement to make sure we can 
keep people safe. It is vital we ensure 
these services remain intact. 

Last year, the law expired. Critical 
efforts that help women and their chil-
dren protect themselves from domestic 
violence and stalking and now cyber 
threats continue only on a short-term 
basis. 

As a husband, as a father of three 
daughters and a daughter-in-law and as 
a Senator, I find any further delay of 
reauthorization of the Violence 
Against Women Act to be simply unac-
ceptable. Our mothers, our sisters, our 
daughters deserve more protection and 
security and less of the political bick-
ering. 

In 2011, there were more than 38,000 
reported cases of domestic violence in 
Ohio. Of course, many more than 
that—thousands more, we think—went 
unreported. Women live, as do children, 
with fear and pain. These women live 
with the fear and pain of their part-
ner’s physical and emotional abuse. It 
is because of the Violence Against 
Women Act that they have somewhere 
to turn. It is because of that law that 
when they do, they have the help to es-
cape violent relationships and the sup-
port to seek legal representation when 
they need it. It is why authorizing the 
Violence Against Women Act is so im-
portant. 

Women’s shelters and domestic vio-
lence centers clearly would have trou-
ble existing without this law. These are 
the very organizations that connect 
women with legal help, emergency 
housing, transportation, and like serv-
ices. They help with primary preven-
tion programs so children grow up 
learning the importance of healthy and 
safe relationships. 

The Violence Against Women Act is 
about assisting law enforcement offi-
cials who place themselves in danger 
when they investigate and prosecute 
cases of abuse and violence. 

Reauthorizing the Violence Against 
Women Act would invest in State grant 
programs—such as the Grants to En-
courage Arrest Policies and Enforce-
ment of Protection Orders Program— 
that help law enforcement respond to 
assault crimes. The bill provides tools 
for law enforcement, victim service 
providers, and court personnel to bet-
ter identify and manage high-risk of-
fenders and prevent domestic violence 
homicides. 

Reauthorizing the Violence Against 
Women Act is long overdue. It is time 
to stand for the women in this country 
so they are no longer subject to neglect 
and abuse and the law’s inaction. I 
urge my Senate colleagues to reauthor-
ize, finally, after the opposition—oppo-
sition I don’t even understand—from a 
number of my most conservative col-
leagues, how important it is to reau-
thorize one of the most important 
pieces of legislation affecting women in 
our country. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, 

my friend and colleague Senator CON-
RAD said earlier this morning, pro-
testing a bit, that he never said we 
would have a markup in the Budget 
Committee—mark up a budget, as re-
quired by law. But that was what I un-
derstood. I am not here to argue the 
details of it. But he said publicly, as I 
understood it, that he was going to 
have a markup. Our people were work-
ing on as many as 80 amendments. I 
was working on amendments, key 
health care amendments, at the time. I 
heard the Senator was having a press 
conference, we turned it on, and he ba-
sically said we are not going to have a 
markup. 

He said there was a markup, we 
started a markup, we had opening 
statements, and I offered a bill but we 
just did not have votes, no amend-
ments, no final vote on passage; didn’t 
ask a single member on the Democratic 
team on the Budget Committee to vote 
for or against anything. That is how it 
happened. 

I am not accusing him of deliberately 
misleading me. What I would say is I 
thought we were going to have a mark-
up—and a markup means the chairman 
lays down the chairman’s mark, it is 
marked up with amendments, others 
can offer substitutes, and you vote, and 
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica can hold us accountable for what 
we do and if they do not like what we 
do, they vote us out of office. They 
have been pretty good at that in recent 
years. A couple of times they whacked 
the Republicans, last time they 
whacked the big-spending Democrats 
in 2010. That is what America is all 
about. We are accountable. But there is 
no ability or need or right to avoid re-
sponsibility for the critical issues of 
America. I wanted to say that. 

Let me tell you what happened. This 
is not a mystery here. There is no mys-
tery here. This started 3 years ago 
when the Senate Budget Committee— 
Senator CONRAD was chairman—moved 
out a budget. But the majority leader, 
Senator REID, decided it was going to 
be uncomfortable to vote on that budg-
et. The United States Code requires 
that by April 1 the Budget Committee 
produce a budget and by April 15 it is 
voted on, on the floor. Congressmen 
and Senators who passed the Congres-
sional Budget Act in 1974 did it because 
we were not having budgets moved 
promptly, on time. They laid out how 
it should be conducted. They did not 
put down that you lose your pay if you 
do not produce a budget, they did not 
put down you go to jail if you violate 
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the statute, they just said that you 
should do it. So there is no penalty in 
the code. Senator REID blocked the 
budget from coming to the floor 3 years 
ago. 

Then last year, despite the code re-
quiring that we have a budget, Senator 
REID and his Democratic colleagues de-
cide they did not want to have a budget 
even in committee. There was no budg-
et in committee as the law requires, no 
budget was brought to the floor, except 
Senator MCCONNELL forced a few votes 
but without the normal debate that 
you have on a budget as it moves 
through the Senate. 

What was going to happen this year? 
What happened this year is that Sen-
ator CONRAD is not going to be running 
again. He is proud of his service on the 
Budget Committee. He served on the 
Erskine Bowles-Simpson fiscal com-
mission, the Gang of Six he was in-
volved in—he had some ideas. He want-
ed to do what the law said, I think. I 
think he wanted to bring forth a budg-
et. At least the last thing he did, he 
was going to comply with the law—at 
least that is what I thought. 

He got started. We were prepared. On 
the eve of the hearing to mark up the 
budget we were told we were going to 
not have a normal markup, but a 
markup in which we would not vote. 
You get to have opening statements— 
everyone could make one—and then he 
would lay down the mark, but nobody 
would vote for it or any amendment or 
any other substitute mark. 

I think that is a pretty sad thing. 
The reason Congress passed the Con-
gressional Budget Act in 1974 is that 
Congress recognized they were not ful-
filling a fundamental responsibility of 
good government, and that as the larg-
est entity in the world, the entity that 
spends more money than any other 
government agency or so forth in the 
world, the United States of America, 
ought to lay out in advance a plan for 
spending its money. That is so basic. 
So it required a budget and usually we 
have had one—at least with regard to 
committee work. 

We do not produce budgets in elec-
tion years, they say. There have been 
times in election years when budgets 
have not been passed and reconciled 
with the House. But I have never 
known in the 15 years I have been in 
the Senate, other than these 3 years, a 
year when the Budget Committee did 
not move a budget. The Budget Com-
mittee has always managed at least to 
move forward. And usually we have had 
votes on the floor—virtually every 
year. I think this is all 
miscommunication. It is a concern to 
me. 

The question that we need to ask— 
and what the American people need to 
ask is this: Why don’t you consider a 
budget? Why don’t you have a budget? 

There have been several excuses in 
the last 3 years about why we do not 
have a budget. Senator DURBIN, Speak-
er PELOSI, Jack Lew, Chief of Staff at 
the White House and former Director of 

OMB, who ought to know better, said 
on television: You can filibuster a 
budget and we can’t have a budget be-
cause you can filibuster it. 

Wrong, you cannot filibuster a budg-
et. The Congressional Budget Act was 
passed in 1974 to make sure we pass the 
budget. It is passed with a simple ma-
jority. You are guaranteed 50 hours of 
debate and then you have a vote. But 
in that 50 hours of debate you can offer 
amendments. So it cannot be filibus-
tered. That is a bogus excuse. So that 
is not the real reason, is it? 

They said we had the Budget Control 
Act last summer and that takes care of 
it; we don’t need a budget. Wrong. If it 
is ‘‘the budget control act is the ex-
cuse,’’ why didn’t we have a budget last 
year, before the Budget Control Act 
passed? Why didn’t we have one the 
year before that? That was not an elec-
tion year; last year was not an election 
year. Why? The Budget Control Act is 
not the reason they did not bring up a 
budget. It was not the reason they did 
not bring up a budget last year and the 
year before, because we did not have 
the Budget Control Act last year or the 
year before and a budget was not 
brought up. It was not brought up for 
other reasons. 

This is the code book, United States 
Code, Annotated, where the Congres-
sional Budget Act is, and it requires us 
to pass a budget out of committee by 
April 1. 

If the Budget Control Act said we did 
not need to have a budget, why did the 
President submit a budget this year? 
He submitted a budget. The Budget 
Control Act was passed last summer. If 
that obviated the need to pass a budg-
et, why did Congressman RYAN and the 
House lay out an historic budget that 
would change the debt course of Amer-
ica, put us on a path to prosperity and 
not decline? Why did they do it? There 
were six other budgets offered in the 
House, some by Democrats, some by a 
bipartisan group, and some by conserv-
ative Republicans. But the Ryan budg-
et passed and the others were voted on, 
too. Why did they go through that 
process if the Budget Control Act 
eliminated the need for a budget? So 
that is not the reason. 

All they said is that we cannot have 
a budget during an election year. What 
does that mean? We don’t want to vote 
on tough economic issues with an elec-
tion coming, do we? Somebody might 
note how we voted. They might not be 
happy with it. They might vote us out 
of office and the last thing we want is 
to be voted out of office. We don’t want 
to be held accountable. We don’t want 
the American people to know what we 
are doing. We want to allow the debt to 
continue year after year without tak-
ing any leadership to change it. That is 
getting close to the matter. 

Senator CONRAD said we may recon-
vene the committee after the election. 
But we don’t want to bring it up before 
the election. I have to tell you, in this 
town, with the media, old hands around 
Washington, lobbyists, political 

gurus—they probably think that is 
clever. They say it is clever on TV. 
‘‘Oh, Senator REID didn’t want to bring 
up a budget because his people would 
have to vote. That’s good politics,’’ 
they would say. Senator REID said he 
would not bring up a budget last year 
because it would be foolish to bring up 
a budget. Foolish for the United States 
of America to have a budget at a time 
when the debt is the greatest threat to 
our future of any thing that is out 
there? It dwarfs any other danger our 
Nation faces, our surging debt, and yet 
it is foolish to have a budget? 

No, he wasn’t saying it is foolish to 
have a budget. He was basically saying 
it was foolish for us Democrats to lay 
out a plan on how we are going to 
spend the Nation’s money, because we 
are going to propose big tax increases 
in our plan and if we put it out there 
they are not going to like it. The great 
unwashed out there, these tea party 
people, they might be angry with us if 
they find out how much we are going 
to increase taxes and how little spend-
ing is going to be cut in our budget. 
That is what he meant, ‘‘it is foolish.’’ 
It was politically foolish, not sub-
stantively foolish. 

We were at this so-called markup— 
this faux markup I called it yester-
day—and the Democratic members 
were speaking, and you would have 
thought they were serving the Nation’s 
interest by not having a vote: You 
know, we are going to talk about this. 
We should talk about it so we can 
begin to make plans for next year. 
Next year? We have gone three years 
without a budget. They were serving 
the national interest? 

All that was rhetoric. The interest 
they were serving was political, and 
the political interest was not to have 
to vote and be held accountable, be-
cause the President’s budget is so irre-
sponsible. I offered it last year. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL called it up and got a 
vote on it. We did not get to debate it. 
We called it up, and Senator MCCON-
NELL was able to force a vote—97 to 0 
against the President’s budget. Every 
Democrat voted against the President’s 
budget last year. 

Earlier this year the President’s 
budget was brought up in the House. It 
went down 414 to 0. Then they brought 
up Congressman RYAN’s budget here in 
the Senate. All our Democratic col-
leagues voted against it because it cuts 
spending and doesn’t raise enough 
taxes. They voted against it, but they 
did not say what they would do. They 
brought up Senator TOOMEY’s budget, 
which would balance the budget in 10 
years, last year. He has one that would 
balance maybe even sooner this year— 
a tough thing to do, but he has a budg-
et that would do that. It was brought 
up on the floor of the Senate, and every 
Democrat voted against it. 

So with regard to budgets last year, 
what happened? Our Democratic col-
leagues voted against the President’s 
budget, they voted against the Toomey 
budget, they voted against the Ryan 
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budget, they voted against the Rand 
Paul budget, and they didn’t vote for 
anything. They didn’t go on record for 
anything because they don’t have the 
courage or the coherence or the will-
ingness to agree on a vision for Amer-
ica. It is that simple. One can spin all 
this any way one wants to, but the 
Democratic majority in this Senate is 
incapable of uniting behind a plan that 
the American people would see as cred-
ible and would change our dangerous 
debt path. 

Alan Simpson, the former Senator, 
and Erskine Bowles, former Chief of 
Staff to President Clinton, chaired the 
Fiscal Commission. The President ap-
pointed them to the Fiscal Commis-
sion. They told us this Nation has 
never faced a more predictable finan-
cial crisis, and they were talking about 
the surge in debt. I think that is true. 
I think the needle is in the danger 
zone. Our debt-to-GDP is now over 100 
percent. Our total gross debt is greater 
than the entire gross domestic product 
of our country. Our debt per capita is 
greater than Europe’s. Our debt per 
capita is greater than Greece’s. Our 
debt per capita is $50,000 per person, 
and under the President’s 10-year budg-
et, it would go to $73,000 per person— 
greater than Europe, which is in a fi-
nancial crisis today. We have some 
unique advantages now, but we could 
lose those. We are heading to a crisis 
unless we change our path. 

I am so disappointed in the Presi-
dent. This is the leader of the Nation. 
What does he do? Not only does he not 
lay forth a credible plan for the future, 
he attacks Congressman RYAN. He in-
vites him to come sit in on a meeting 
and then attacks him. Meanwhile he 
says he wants to have a bipartisan plan 
to change America. 

We need to make some tough deci-
sions—a lot of tough decisions. They 
are not going to be easy when we bor-
row 40 cents of every dollar we spend. 
Last year we were taking in $2,300 bil-
lion and spending $3,600 billion. I know 
people think this is not true. I am tell-
ing my colleagues that it is true. That 
is why Republicans and Democrats, lib-
erals and conservatives acknowledge 
we are on the wrong path. 

The budget that Senator CONRAD laid 
down but none of his colleagues voted 
for—and he didn’t vote for it either— 
the budget he laid down yesterday 
would not cut any spending over the 
agreement of the Budget Control Act 
next year. After the Budget Control 
Act passed, we were projecting to spend 
$44 trillion over 10 years, and under 
Senator CONRAD’s budget, we would 
spend $44 trillion over 10 years. But he 
claimed we are going to reduce deficits. 
How? By getting $2.6 trillion in new 
taxes—no cuts, but $2.6 trillion in new 
taxes. No wonder they don’t want to 
have it out here on the floor where it 
can be talked about and amendments 
can be offered and the American people 
can know what is in it. That is no way 
to solve our Nation’s problem. 

The President goes around saying we 
need the Buffett tax. We know the 

Buffett tax and how horrible it is, and 
people don’t see that as a solution to 
our problem when, in fact, it would 
raise $4 billion a year and this year our 
deficit is projected to be, again, $1,300 
billion. This Buffett tax is going to 
raise $4 billion. How irresponsible is 
that? Is this all we are getting from 
the other side? Tax oil companies, raise 
the Buffett tax—there is no reality 
here. 

So what I believe is this: A budget 
lays out a comprehensive plan. It lays 
out a plan for 10 years. We have some 
smart people around here, and they can 
add up the numbers, and they will 
know how that budget raises taxes, 
how little it may be cutting spending, 
how much debt we will be accumu-
lating each and every year in the years 
to come, and the Congressional Budget 
Office tells us how much interest we 
will pay on our debt each year. 

We could ask Congressman RYAN: 
How much interest are we going to 
have to be paying on our debt over the 
next 10 years? We could ask Senator 
CONRAD or Senator REID: How much in-
terest will your budget cause us to 
pay? For example, President Obama’s 
budget—last year we paid $230 billion 
in interest on the debt of the United 
States. According to the Congressional 
Budget Office, which has analyzed the 
numbers, they calculated that at the 
end of the 10th year, we would pay $743 
billion in interest—in one year. The 
Federal highway program spent faster 
to meet the $40 billion budget this year 
for highways. Federal aid to education 
is $70 billion. The Defense Depart-
ment’s base budget is $530 billion. In-
terest would be the fastest growing 
item in the Federal budget based on 
the fact that we are running virtually 
trillion-dollar deficits for the rest of 
the decade. 

Also, the President’s budget fails to 
alter the debt course in the future. 
Congressman RYAN’s does. It deals with 
the surging entitlements—at least the 
ones that can be dealt with. We can’t 
deal with Social Security in a budget 
by law, but we can deal with Medicare, 
Medicaid, and other surging entitle-
ment programs that have to be brought 
into some sort of stable control so they 
don’t go bankrupt. Congressman RYAN 
dealt with that, but the President 
doesn’t deal with it in a realistic way, 
and he has failed to lay out a plan. 

I guess what I am saying is I am just 
frustrated this morning to hear that 
our colleagues are aggrieved that they 
did not get—that we felt we should 
have had a markup on the budget, but 
we didn’t get one. The reason we didn’t 
get one is because a decision has been 
made in the highest counsels of the 
majority party of the U.S. Senate that 
they do not want to be held account-
able for the votes necessary to put our 
country on a sound path. I am very dis-
appointed about it, and that is the bot-
tom line. Hopefully, as time goes by, 
we can come together and work to-
gether to pass a plan for America—in-
cluding tax reform—that will put us on 

the right path. That certainly is what 
is needed. 

I would just say, though, that a budg-
et can be passed on a party-line basis. 
It has been done many times in the 
past. The majority party in particular 
has a responsibility, in my view, to lay 
out its vision for the country, and the 
biggest part of that vision is where 
they intend to spend the taxpayers’ 
money. I can’t imagine they would 
want to go to the American people and 
ask for higher taxes when they refuse 
to comply with the plain statutory law 
that says they should have a budget to 
show where that money is going to be 
spent. If they won’t tell the American 
people where they are going to spend 
the money, how much debt they are 
going to run up, how much spending 
they are going to cut or not cut, then 
I don’t think the American people 
ought to send another dime to this 
place—not another dime. That is why 
the polling numbers show we are in 
such sad shape. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
RETIREMENT OF KATHY KERRIGAN 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, all of 
us who work here in the Senate and 
who are privileged to serve as Senators 
know on a personal level that we are 
always only as good as our staff and 
staff work that we are privileged to 
have from them. I think every Senator 
is enormously grateful for the hours all 
of our staffs invest to help us do our 
work. Oftentimes, that means missing 
weekends, deferring, delaying, or plain 
canceling vacations, or working away 
on a beautiful Saturday morning when 
other people are out and about, and I 
am sure the best of them would readily 
admit they would rather be spending 
their time somewhere other than per-
haps the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing. 

That is why today I mark a very bit-
tersweet transition on my team be-
cause tomorrow is Kathy Kerrigan’s 
last day on my Senate staff. After hav-
ing been confirmed at the end of the 
last work period, she is leaving the 
Senate to serve as a judge on the U.S. 
Tax Court, and that is the capstone in 
an already distinguished life spent in 
public service. 

As proud as I am to see her serve on 
the Tax Court, it is really difficult to 
imagine my office without her. She has 
had the title of ‘‘tax counsel,’’ but she 
really was a lot more than that. The 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
MAX BAUCUS, and my colleague from 
Massachusetts in the House, Kathy’s 
old boss, RICHIE NEAL, all know better 
than anyone just how much—on almost 
every single issue in the Congress, it 
always somehow comes to be a tax 
issue, a Finance Committee issue. So 
for 6 years Kathy has been my indis-
pensable utility player. It didn’t mat-
ter if it was on health reform, climate 
change, energy, infrastructure, or 
supercommittee, if it was anything I 
was working on with a fairly high level 
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of focus, you can bet Kathy was there. 
I can tell my colleagues that she 
wasn’t just there, she was invariably 
the indispensable player. 

I don’t know if she will like it, but I 
would say at times she was a wonk’s 
wonk. She knew the Finance Com-
mittee brilliantly, and sometimes I had 
to struggle to follow Kathy because 
Kathy talked tax, and tax is a different 
language. She was almost a charter 
member of the very unique clique of 
the Finance Committee staffers, and 
MAX BAUCUS knows what I am talking 
about from his staff director, Russ Sul-
livan. They actually had their own an-
nual tax prom, and that is how exclu-
sive a bunch they are. There are a lot 
of us who are a little scared to think of 
what a tax prom looks like. I once said 
it was probably a prom for people who 
didn’t go to their own proms once upon 
a time, but, in fact, it is a party for the 
smartest, most detail oriented, hardest 
working staffers the Senate has be-
cause they are always in the middle of 
everything around here and, boy, do 
they deliver. 

That is really where Kathy was in 
her element—driving into the minutiae 
of issues, crystal-balling legislation 
better than just about anybody with 
whom I have ever worked. I will tell 
my colleagues, if she had chosen the 
Navy instead of the Finance Com-
mittee, we would be here today salut-
ing Admiral Kerrigan. She comes to an 
issue always armed with facts. She has 
always thought through every question 
a Senator or anybody else might ask 
about a particular issue. She is driven 
to get the job done, and she always did. 

On health care, she was a phe-
nomenal thinker as we worked through 
the Finance Committee issues and the 
funding mechanisms. 

Last summer, she was nominated for 
the court. But then, nevertheless, I 
asked her to serve on the deficit com-
mittee. She promised to stay until the 
work was done, and I cannot emphasize 
how valuable she was there also. On 
the Joint Select Committee, there 
were many times when committee 
members from both parties would ask 
if Kathy could join a meeting. That is 
a sign of respect and of ability. She was 
someone who quietly, head down, did 
the work, and let the work try to find 
a way toward a solution. 

Everything I admire about her as a 
public servant is written into her DNA. 
I think it is the result of growing up in 
Springfield, MA, where her father Bill 
Sullivan served as mayor. She had a 
front-row view of what it is like in pub-
lic life, of what the demands are, and of 
what a difference earnest people like 
her father can make in government— 
people who do the work without wor-
rying about the limelight or who gets 
the credit. 

She never lost sight of that through 
Boston College and Notre Dame Law 
School and 14 years on Capitol Hill 
working on tax policy. As much as I 
admire the special energy Kathy 
brought to her job, what I admire most 

about her is her ability to distinguish 
between right and wrong and her moral 
compass that always guided her in her 
public service. 

I will just share one quick story be-
fore I wrap up. Last summer, deadly 
tornadoes clippered through her home-
town of Springfield, MA. The first 
thing Kathy did was, obviously, make 
sure her parents were safe. But the sec-
ond thing she did was get in her car 
and drive to work immediately. Instead 
of going home to Massachusetts, she 
came to work in the Senate on a bright 
Sunday morning and immediately got 
busy working on tax disaster legisla-
tion to help the people of Springfield, 
the small businesses, the people who 
had been impacted. She did not see ar-
cane tax legislation; what she saw were 
bricks and mortar, lumber and nails 
and lives that had been disrupted. 

That is the Kathy Kerrigan I know. 
That is the Kathy Kerrigan I have been 
privileged to have working with me 
through some of the most interesting, 
most grueling, most productive legisla-
tive years I have had the privilege of 
being part of in 27 years in the Senate. 
I will miss her energy, her creativity, 
and the dedication she brought to my 
office. 

But it is good to know and we will all 
be reassured by the fact that she will 
bring those same qualities, heart and 
head to the Federal bench. She will be 
a phenomenal tax judge, and she will 
continue to make her family and her 
friends and her home State of Massa-
chusetts very proud. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what 
is the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering the motion to pro-
ceed to the Violence Against Women 
Act. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am glad we are doing 
that. I want to thank the majority 
leader for moving to proceed to the re-
authorization of the Violence Against 
Women Act as the next legislative 
measure for the Senate to consider. He 
made the motion Tuesday afternoon. 

My hope is that it is not going to be 
necessary to have extended debate or a 
filibuster or the filing of a cloture mo-
tion and a delay of several days and 
then a delay of 2 more days even after 
more than 60 Senators vote to bring 
the debate to a close and proceed to the 
bill and then another vote on the mo-
tion to proceed before the Senate is 
permitted to consider this important 
measure. 

I expect anybody listening got lost 
through that whole process. That is 
something we Senators should think 

about. The American public expects us 
to vote yes or no, not maybe. The 
longer the delay and the motions go 
on, the more we are voting maybe. 
Let’s vote yes or no. 

For almost 18 years, the Violence 
Against Women Act has been the cen-
terpiece of the Federal Government’s 
commitment to combat domestic vio-
lence, dating violence, sexual assault, 
and stalking. The impact of this land-
mark law has been remarkable. It has 
provided lifesaving assistance to hun-
dreds of thousands of women and chil-
dren and men. I appreciate the bipar-
tisan support that this bill has had 
from the beginning. 

Senator CRAPO and I introduced a re-
authorization of the Violence Against 
Women Act last year after months of 
discussion. We wanted it to be a bipar-
tisan bill, and it is. Too often in recent 
times, the Senate goes through all 
kinds of delaying moves before they 
proceed to legislation. Again, as I said, 
the American people elect us. They ex-
pect us to vote yes or no not maybe. 
The delays are a big fat maybe. 

The Violence Against Women Act is a 
measure that is cosponsored by 61 Sen-
ators. It is a bipartisan measure co-
sponsored by Democrats, Republicans, 
and Independents, and passed out of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee in 
February. So I hope Democrats and Re-
publicans and Independents will come 
together to proceed to consider the bill 
without delay. I would hope they step 
forward and do the right thing and send 
the message to America that we are 
united in the effort to see the Violence 
Against Women Act reauthorized. 

It is an opportunity for the Senate to 
come together and renew what I be-
lieve is a shared commitment among 
Senators to end violence against 
women. For generations, violence 
against women in this country was 
condoned. Too often these insidious 
crimes were dismissed with a joke or a 
shrug or that ‘‘they involve somebody 
else.’’ Rape was too often excused and 
domestic violence was tolerated as a 
family matter. 

Victims were blamed, humiliated, 
and ignored. They had nowhere to turn. 
There were no crisis centers, there 
were no shelters. Far too many women 
and families were left to fend for them-
selves with no help. The Violence 
Against Women Act was passed nearly 
18 years ago and has helped to change 
that. It sent a powerful message that 
violence against women is a crime and 
it is not going to be tolerated, no mat-
ter where it happens. 

It transformed the law enforcement 
response and provided services to vic-
tims all across the country. Now is the 
time to renew our commitment to 
these victims by passing this legisla-
tion. We need to move forward. We 
need to reaffirm that ending violence 
against women is a priority for all 
Americans. We need to be a beacon to 
others around the world in this regard. 

With this effort we set the standard. 
We show that America understands 
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equality and recognizes human dignity. 
We are going to fight injustice against 
the most vulnerable among us. 

The legislation that I introduced 
with Senator CRAPO last November is 
drawn from the needs of survivors of 
domestic and sexual violence. It is 
based on the recommendations of the 
tireless professionals who serve those 
survivors every day. 

It includes improvements suggested 
by law enforcement officers across the 
country. As we build on the progress 
we have made in reducing domestic and 
sexual violence, we made vital im-
provements to respond to remaining, 
unmet needs to better serve the vic-
tims of violence. 

We incorporate the important work 
that Chairman AKAKA, Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, and the Senate Indian Affairs 
Committee have been doing to try to 
respond to the epidemic of domestic 
and sexual violence in tribal commu-
nities. We increase the focus on effec-
tive responses to sexual assault. 

While the annual incidence of domes-
tic violence has fallen since VAWA was 
introduced by more than 50 percent, 
the progress has not yet translated to 
reducing sexual assault. Incidents of 
sexual assault remains high, while re-
porting rates, prosecution rates, and 
conviction rates remain appallingly 
low. 

So we faced that problem head on. 
We ensure that funds are allocated to 
law enforcement and victims service 
responses to sexual assault and author-
ize support for law enforcement sexual 
assault training and the reduction of 
the backlogs of untested rape kits. 

In a lot of places, they say: We can-
not test this rape kit for several 
months. So often the perpetrator 
comes back. So during the several 
months it takes to test the rape kit, 
they say to the victim: Be sure and 
keep your door locked. This is not how 
victims should be treated; they should 
not have to live in fear. We should be 
able to say we can test this imme-
diately, and then go get the person in-
volved. 

My early experience with the ques-
tion of sexual assault was not as a Sen-
ator but as a local prosecutor. Senator 
CRAPO has been visiting women’s shel-
ters and working on these issues for 
decades as well. His principled biparti-
sanship should be respected and cele-
brated as being in the best traditions of 
the Senate, the Senate I came to 37 
years ago. From the outset, we have 
consulted to make this bill the best it 
can be. 

More than a month ago, Senators 
from both parties came forward to urge 
the Senate to take up and pass the re-
authorization of the Violence Against 
Women Act. The Senate heard that day 
from Senator KLOBUCHAR, Senator 
MURKOWSKI, Senator MIKULSKI, Sen-
ator MURRAY, Senator HAGAN, Senator 
SHAHEEN, Senator FEINSTEIN, and Sen-
ator BOXER, who was the author of the 
House bill in 1990. Eight Senators came 
to the floor to remind us all why this 

bill is important and why the Senate 
should pass it. 

There is nothing radical or new about 
saying that all victims—all victims— 
are entitled to services. I have been at 
some of the most horrendous crime 
scenes you can imagine in my earlier 
career. I never asked, and certainly 
none of the police officers ever asked, 
whether the victim was a Democrat or 
Republican, rich or poor, or from a mi-
nority. A victim is a victim, and we 
should be helping all victims not dis-
criminating among them. 

We know that even though the econ-
omy is improving, these remain dif-
ficult economic times and we have to 
spend our taxpayer money responsibly. 
That is why in this bill, we consoli-
dated 13 programs into 4 to reduce du-
plication and bureaucratic barriers. We 
cut the authorization level by more 
than $135 million a year, a decrease of 
20 percent from the last reauthoriza-
tion. 

We have significant accountability 
provisions including audit require-
ments, enforcement mechanisms, and 
restrictions on grantees and costs. I 
sought to consult with Senator GRASS-
LEY and others in making these 
changes to authorization levels and for 
increased accountability, knowing how 
important these aspects are to them. 
In the Senate Judiciary Committee 
those who opposed the bill were given 
an opportunity to offer a substitute 
and other amendments. Senator 
GRASSLEY offered a substitute which 
was voted on and rejected. In the mi-
nority views of the Committee report, 
Senator KYL noted disagreement with 
the provisions of the bill responding to 
the crisis of violence against Native 
women that incorporated a provision 
for the SAVE Native Women Act to 
provide domestic violence jurisdiction 
over those perpetrators with signifi-
cant ties to the prosecuting tribes. 

Opponents have noted their disagree-
ment with the U visa provisions re-
quested by law enforcement. Some op-
posed the provisions intended to ensure 
against discrimination in services 
based on sexual orientation or gender 
identity. 

Again, I will say what I have said 
over and over again: a victim is a vic-
tim is a victim. We should not ask 
what category they fall in. 

Since the bill was passed by the Judi-
ciary Committee I have continued to 
reach out to Senator GRASSLEY and ask 
what amendments opponents wish to 
offer during Senate consideration. 
While amendments to strike the tribal, 
U visa and sexual orientation provi-
sions were not offered before the Judi-
ciary Committee, I would understand if 
opponents wished to do so before the 
Senate. I have reached out to try to 
construct a pathway for consideration 
of the bill pursuant to an agreement 
that is fair to opponents of these var-
ious provisions. If they have other 
amendments, let’s bring them up. Let’s 
vote on them. Let’s vote this up or 
down. Do not vote maybe. 

I hope we can reach out to the leader-
ship on both sides, get a time to get 
this done, do not keep holding up legis-
lation that has been endorsed by more 
than 700 State and national organiza-
tions, numerous religious and faith- 
based organizations, and our partners 
in law enforcement. Let’s show the 
country we will not duck this issue. We 
will vote for it or we will vote against 
it. 

The Violence Against Women Act 
should not be a partisan matter. The 
last two times the Violence Against 
Women Act was reauthorized, it was 
unanimously approved by the Senate. 

Although it seems that partisan grid-
lock is too often the default in the Sen-
ate over the last couple of years, it re-
mains my hope that those who have 
voted for VAWA in the past will come 
forward and join our eight Republican 
cosponsors to support it. If so, we can 
pass our VAWA reauthorization with a 
strong bipartisan majority as we al-
ways have. 

Domestic and sexual violence knows 
no political party. Its victims are Re-
publican and Democrat, rich and poor, 
young and old, male and female, gay 
and straight. Let’s pass this without 
delay. It is a law that has saved count-
less lives, and it is an example of what 
can be done when we work together. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut is recognized. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-

dent, I salute and thank the Senator 
from Vermont for his extraordinary 
leadership on this issue of the Violence 
Against Women Act. He has been truly 
and deservedly a hero in championing a 
measure that has saved countless lives 
and prevented the kinds of suffering 
and brutality we have seen all too 
often. 

I join in his remarks, and I will speak 
at greater length about the need for 
that bill in the future. 

(The remarks of Mr. BLUMENTHAL 
pertaining to the introduction of S. 
Res. 428 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Submissions of Concurrent and 
Senate Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF SEATTLE WORLD’S FAIR 
Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, 

this Saturday marks the 50-year anni-
versary of Seattle’s World’s Fair. The 
fair was a presentation of what the 
world would be like in the 21st century. 
The Space Needle was built and it gave 
us an iconic symbol that still lasts and 
defines our skyline today. 

More than 9 million people visited 
that World’s Fair in 1962. Elvis Presley 
stopped by during the filming of a 
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movie, because the movie was called 
‘‘It All Happened at the World’s Fair.’’ 
All the visitors to the fair saw a very 
futuristic rendition of what boundless 
energy and innovative spirit in Amer-
ica would be all about. 

President Kennedy opened the fair, 
highlighting the innovations of science 
and technology. He said, ‘‘These ac-
complishments are a bridge which will 
carry us confidently toward the 21st 
century.’’ Indeed, the World’s Fair was 
a bridge toward the 21st century, espe-
cially for our Washington State econ-
omy. 

The fair foreshadowed the Puget 
Sound and the entire State as a region 
that would look to innovation and en-
trepreneurship. It gave the public a 
glimpse of what life would be like in 
the 21st century. And in the years fol-
lowing the fair, Washington State was 
home to many of the innovations and 
technologies that revolutionized the 
way we live and work. 

In 1962, Seattle was home to the first 
satellite transmissions of telephone 
calls and television broadcasts. That 
same year, the Seattle Times declared, 
‘‘Boeing Is In Space Age to Stay.’’ The 
rest of the changes that we have con-
tinued to see have led to many things, 
including Boeing’s 787 Dreamliner—a 
true 21st century plane. 

Also, it helped in setting a tone. Bill 
Gates took his company from his par-
ents’ house to a global headquarters in 
Redmond, WA. The Microsoft Company 
was founded in 1975. After the opening 
of its first store in Seattle in 1983, 
Costco became the first company ever 
to go from zero to $3 billion in sales in 
just under 6 years. Amazon revolution-
ized the way people shop online and it 
is a company that has continued to 
make innovations. 

Today many other companies in 
Washington State—producing every-
thing from composites for airplanes to 
lean manufacturing to mobile apps 
software to clean energy technology— 
are continuing to innovate because of 
Washington State’s reputation for 
making sure we have a talented work-
force. 

So 50 years ago, the World’s Fair, and 
what was announced there, made sure 
the United States was poised for bigger 
things to come. Some of the pre-
dictions we saw about life in the 21st 
century may not have come true yet, 
things such as flying cars—although I 
recently saw an article about flying 
cars, so maybe they weren’t too far 
off—but other things were just as they 
predicted, such as that one day we 
would be able to have a telephone in 
our pocket. 

Fifty years later, we can look back 
and see a glimpse of the 21st century in 
the exhibitions and booths that were at 
the fair, but we also see how fast the 
future can come and what we need to 
do to keep moving forward, not just in 
Washington State but around the coun-
try, in an innovation economy. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask consent to speak 
as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2303 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the cloture 
votes with respect to the Lieberman- 
Collins substitute amendment 2000, as 
modified, and S. 1789 be postponed to a 
time to be determined by me after con-
sultation with Senator MCCONNELL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as I indi-
cated this morning, we are real close to 
an agreement. The main issue now is 
whether there will be a 50-vote hurdle 
or 60-vote hurdle. We have been 
through that before. Obviously, we 
know where we are going to wind up, in 
my opinion, if we are going to have a 
bill. So we will work on that for the 
next hour or so and see what we can 
come up with. 

We are very close to getting some-
thing done. As I have said here before 
the last few days, Senators LIEBERMAN 
and COLLINS have done an outstanding 
job to the point we are. We have made 
progress. We are here. We are trying to 
legislate. We have a rule of relevance. 
It is very broad. That is indicated by 
the amendments that people have sug-
gested. 

So I hope we can work this out very 
soon. If we cannot, we will have to 
come back and I guess walk away from 
postal reform, which is a shame. But 
everyone who is holding up things 
should understand, if there is no bill, 
you are not going to get what you 
want. If there is no bill, the post office 
will be drastically hit. The Postmaster 
gave us until May 15 to come up with 
something. We have come up with 
nothing to this point. So if people are 
concerned about some rural post of-
fices, as well they should be, or about 
processing centers, as of May 15, the 
Postmaster General, unless we do 
something, will have carte blanche to 
do almost anything he wants to do. 

That is not what the Senate wants. 
So those Senators who are holding up 

the bill because they do not like it, 
they may not like what the result of 
having no bill is. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FOR-PROFIT COLLEGES 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have 

come to the floor a number of times to 
talk about a new business in America 
that has become a major source of in-
come and a major source of Federal 
subsidy that most people are not aware 
of. The business I am talking about is 
the for-profit college. These are schools 
which are popping up everywhere 
across my State and across the Nation. 
You can hardly go to the Internet and 
put in the word ‘‘college’’ or ‘‘univer-
sity’’ that you will not be bombarded 
by all these for-profit schools that try 
to entice young people to sign up. 

Some of them, I am sure, offer valu-
able courses. But too often these 
schools offer worthless diplomas. They 
entice young people into a curriculum 
that is vastly overpriced, and it turns 
out these schools they attend and the 
education they achieve doesn’t lead to 
a job. 

Here is this young person, all full of 
hope and idealism, signing up to go in 
one direction or the other, and they 
find themselves lured into a school 
which is, frankly, not much of a school 
at all. I have seen these cases over and 
over again. 

I was just in southern Illinois last 
weekend and a young girl came up—she 
was a high school senior, standing 
there with her mom—and I said: So 
what is next for you? She said: Well— 
and I am not going to use the name of 
the school—I have just been accepted 
at the XYZ cooking school in St. 
Louis. 

I said: Well, that is interesting. How 
much does it cost? 

She said: Well, after I give them my 
Pell grant—$5,500—my mother will 
cosign a note for $17,000 for me to go to 
this cooking school. 

That is the tuition, and it is a 2-year 
course. Well, it turns out she is getting 
off easy. 

In the Chicagoland area I ran into a 
student who was actually picketing 
outside a hearing I had on for-profit 
schools. He was dressed up like a chef, 
and I asked him: So you are going to 
culinary school? 

He said: Oh, I love these food shows. 
I watch the Food Channel all the time. 
I think this is great. 

I said: So you are studying to be a 
chef. 
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Yes. 
I said: How much will it cost you? 

How much do you have to borrow to 
finish a 2-year course in culinary 
school in the Chicagoland area? 

He said $57,000—$57,000. 
The point I am trying to get to, Mr. 

President, is student loan debt in 
America has surpassed credit card debt 
in America, and it is growing by leaps 
and bounds. Decisions are being made 
by young people and their supportive 
parents and grandparents—and I will 
talk about that in a minute—to get 
deep in debt to go to a school. These 
young people think they are doing the 
right thing. They have been told all 
their lives not to quit after high 
school; that they need to pick up addi-
tional education or additional skills, 
perhaps a bachelor’s or a professional 
degree. So they instinctively believe 
they are doing the right thing for 
themselves, and they instinctively be-
lieve if the Federal Government is 
loaning money to the students to go to 
the school that it must be a good 
school; right? The Federal Government 
wouldn’t loan money if it were a bad 
school. 

But the honest answer is that some 
of these are very bad schools. There are 
three numbers to remember when we 
talk about for-profit schools: 10, the 
percentage of college students that at-
tend for-profit schools, 10 percent; 25, 
the percentage of Federal aid to edu-
cation going to for-profit schools, 25 
percent; and 40, the percentage of stu-
dents defaulting on their student 
loans—40 percent going to for-profit 
schools. 

The reality is that the student loan 
default rate on for-profit schools is 
substantially higher than for any other 
schools. We can just open the box and 
look inside and say: I think I under-
stand why. They are being charged too 
much in tuition, and they end up with 
training or an education that doesn’t 
lead to a job or doesn’t lead to a job 
that pays money—enough money to 
pay back their student loans. 

The other thing is we passed a law 
that said for-profit schools in America 
can receive no more—get ready—than 
90 percent of their revenue directly 
from the Federal Government. How 
close is this to a Federal agency? Ten 
percent, that is all they need to be a 
complete Federal agency. We send sub-
sidies to these for-profit schools by 
way of Pell grants and student loans to 
the tune of 90 percent. If they train 
veterans, we waive that and let them 
go to 95 percent and higher. 

In the academic year 2009–2010, for- 
profit colleges took in $31 billion in 
title IV Federal student aid—Pell 
grants and student loans. For-profit 
colleges received one out of every four 
Pell grants given to institutions of 
higher education—only 10 percent of 
the students going to these schools, 25 
percent of the Pell grants. As I men-
tioned, current law allows them to re-
ceive up to 90 percent—90 percent. 

The for-profit college industry is just 
10 percent away from being an actual 

Federal agency. Let’s put that aside for 
a moment and think about what $31 
billion means to the private for-profit 
school industry. This chart is inter-
esting because it compares the amount 
of money we spend in a given fiscal 
year for a variety of things. 

How much does it cost us to run the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for a 
year? Less than $10 billion. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, less 
than $10 billion; Customs and Border 
Patrol, about $10 billion; the Coast 
Guard, $10 billion; the Federal Aviation 
Administration, responsible for the 
safe landing of airplanes all across the 
United States, comes out to about $16 
billion or $17 billion. The space pro-
gram is about $18 billion. How about 
the National Institutes of Health? This 
is where we do all the medical research 
to find the new drugs and cures for dis-
eases all across America. The annual 
expense there is right at $30 billion. 

Now, take a look at the last bar. This 
is the Federal subsidy to for-profit col-
leges. Over $31 billion a year—$31 bil-
lion a year. 

Fifteen percent of the students who 
take out loans at for-profit colleges de-
fault within 2 years. That is double the 
rate of public colleges and three times 
the rate of private nonprofit colleges, 
which are historically more expensive. 
We spend more on for-profit schools 
than we do keeping planes in the sky 
or protecting our borders or tracking 
down criminals through the FBI or re-
sponding to disasters through FEMA or 
researching cures for cancer at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health or pro-
tecting the Nation’s food supply or 
making sure our air and water are safe 
for the people in America or exploring 
the outer reaches of our universe. That 
is how much we are investing in this 
relatively new and horrendously expen-
sive industry. 

I think the question we face with the 
deficit is where are we going to make 
our choices. I have been a reflexive 
voter for student aid all the time I 
have been in the House and Senate. 
Why? That is why I am standing here. 
I got National Defense Education Act 
loans to pay for my college and law 
school. That is why I am here. I know 
it, and I think the next generation de-
serves the same opportunity. So I have 
reflexively voted for these things. 

Then someone said: Have you looked 
at where this money is going? Do you 
realize 25 percent of it is headed to an 
industry where so many students are 
being sucked into signing up, dropping 
out, and carrying loans for the rest of 
their lives? 

Mr. President, you and I know this, 
but everybody should know there is 
something different about a student 
loan from another loan you take out. 
The loan you take out for your home, 
the loan you take out for your car, 
maybe the loan to buy some appliances 
is a lot different from a student loan. 

Do you know what the difference is? 
It is not dischargeable in bankruptcy. 

No matter how badly things go for 
you at any stage in your life, you are 

going to carry that student loan debt 
to the grave. It is there forever. It 
can’t be wiped out. 

There are Federal college loans, such 
as the ones I took out, they are dif-
ferent today. But they are much more 
reasonable. Do you know what the dif-
ference is between the private loans 
these schools are pushing on families 
and students and the Federal student 
loans? Start with the interest rate. 

The interest rate on Federal student 
loans is 3.4 percent. The interest rate 
on private loans can be up to 18 per-
cent. It is like credit card debt. Do you 
have any idea what that means when 
you borrow $50,000 or $60,000 and you 
face an 18-percent interest rate? Do the 
calculation and math, and I will tell 
you some stories about what it does 
when you start falling behind in your 
payments. 

Brandy Walter grew up in a small 
town in Indiana. She wanted more out 
of life so she left for college right out 
of high school. She enrolled in the 
International Academy of Design and 
Technology in Chicago, a for-profit 
school owned by the Career Education 
Corporation. She switched later to Har-
rington College in Chicago, also owned 
by the same for-profit corporation. 

Brandy took out a total of $99,844 in 
private and Federal student loans to 
cover the cost of her attending these 
for-profit schools, and then she ran out 
of money. She hadn’t finished her de-
gree. She took out the maximum 
amount of Federal student loans, she 
took out the private student loans, and 
without any cosigners she couldn’t get 
any more loans. She was all in. With-
out any advanced notice from her 
school or her lender, one day her stu-
dent ID card just stopped working. She 
dropped out and returned back home to 
Indiana with no options. She can’t get 
a job in her field, and she doesn’t have 
a degree because she didn’t finish. So 
$99,000 into it and she didn’t finish. 

She is 24 years old. Think about 
being 24 years old and owing $99,000 in 
student loans, unemployed. Her private 
student loans have interest rates be-
tween 9 and 111⁄2 percent. Not the high-
est, but still much higher than the 
Federal loans. The monthly loan pay-
ment for this young woman for her pri-
vate loan is around $900. Her total loan 
balance has ballooned because she 
couldn’t find a job, from $99,000 to 
$139,000. She has been unable to save 
any money to go back to school or to 
even have a place to live on her own. 
She doesn’t know what to do with her 
life at this early stage because of bad 
decisions to go to worthless schools. 

She says: 
If I could erase that student debt, I could 

move on with my life, and hopefully return 
to school to finish my degree. 

Mr. President, 139,000 bucks. 
Let me give you a taste of what kind 

of business Career Education Corpora-
tion runs. The Career Education Cor-
poration that owned the two schools 
Brandy went to owns 83 schools and en-
rolls almost 100,000 students across 
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America. Many of them are in Illinois. 
I have spoken on this floor about sev-
eral of their schools and, unfortu-
nately, my office continues to be con-
tacted regularly by students who have 
attended the Career Education Cor-
poration school and left with a worth-
less degree. 

In 2011, Career Education received 
$1.4 billion in title IV student aid. Ca-
reer Education schools received about 
83 percent of their total revenue from 
the U.S. Department of Education’s 
student aid programs, and that doesn’t 
include the money they get from the 
GI bill program. So 81 percent of the 
students take out student loans, and of 
those students who take out loans over 
14 percent will default on their loans 
within 2 years. 

On November 1 of last year, Career 
Education Corporation’s CEO resigned 
while admitting that some of their 
schools, had falsified the employment 
rate of graduating students. Their 
accreditors—the people who say they 
are a real school—require a job place-
ment rate of at least 65 percent for 
schools to remain eligible for title IV 
assistance. Career Education Corpora-
tion job placement rates were below 65 
percent and, incidentally, the depart-
ing CEO who falsified the information 
to the Department of Education was 
run out of town on a rail with a $5 mil-
lion bonus payment as he left. 

I have met the new head of this Ca-
reer Education Corporation. As with 
every for-profit school that actually 
sends someone in to see me, he has 
said: We are changing everything. We 
are going to straighten this mess out. 

I will believe it when I see it. And I 
will believe it when Brandy and stu-
dents like her are given a chance. 

It is hard to believe that we live in a 
time when student borrowers and their 
families risk losing their homes be-
cause of student loan debt. I have in-
troduced legislation that would permit 
private student loans to be discharged 
in bankruptcy like every other private 
loan. This legislation will help these 
young people. 

Let me tell you one other story that 
was in the Washington Post. Recently, 
one of the headlines in that paper read 
‘‘Senior Citizens Continue to Bear the 
Burden of Student Debt.’’ Senior citi-
zens. The story highlighted one of my 
constituents, 58-year-old Sandy 
Barnett. 

As an adult, Sandy found herself in a 
familiar situation: Her husband was 
laid off, and she wanted to go back to 
school. When she was younger, college 
wasn’t an option. Sandy enrolled in a 
bachelor’s degree program in psy-
chology. Concerned about the debt, 
Sandy didn’t take out any student 
loans. She worked full time while in 
school and paid her tuition as the bills 
came due. 

Balancing work and school was dif-
ficult, but Sandy graduated in 1987 
with a bachelor’s degree in psychology 
and no student loan debt. The school 
adviser told her it would be a good idea 

to keep going to school and get a mas-
ter’s degree. Because the degree pro-
gram required a number of internships, 
she decided she wanted to focus on her 
studies and not work. She was going to 
be a full-time graduate student. Then, 
for the first time, she took out a stu-
dent loan. 

Sandy graduated in 1989 with a mas-
ter’s degree in psychology and $21,000 
in debt. She taught part time for the 
next 10 years at Lincoln Land Commu-
nity College in my hometown of 
Springfield, IL. By then she was di-
vorced and it was tough for her to 
make the $300 monthly payments on 
her student loan. It took a few years 
for her to find a good job, but as soon 
as she did, she started paying back the 
loans again. 

By 2005 she was already too far in 
debt to ever work her way out of it, 
and she filed for bankruptcy, but her 
student loan debt was not forgiven. 
They are not dischargeable in bank-
ruptcy. Fortunately, many of her other 
debts were relieved, and she thought 
she just might be able to get back on 
track. 

In 2008 she got a job with AT&T as a 
customer service representative, where 
she still works. Currently, 15 percent of 
her wages are garnished by the Federal 
Government to pay her student loans. 
That is $200 to $300 a month, depending 
on her income. Her total loan balance 
is now up to $54,000—more than double 
the amount she started with. The loan 
servicer will not work with her on a 
payment plan. And we hear that com-
plaint all the time. What is worse is 
that her balance keeps going up be-
cause her payment doesn’t cover the 
interest on the loan. 

You may wonder what Sandy’s life is 
like as a 58-year-old with a student 
loan debt. How did she get there? Does 
she live an extravagant lifestyle? The 
answer is a resounding no. Sandy’s co-
workers drive her to work because the 
cost of gasoline is now too much for 
her to pay. She has no money to do 
anything, is what she tells us. She 
owns a mobile home that needs a lot of 
repairs she can’t afford. 

When asked if, looking back, she 
would have taken the same path, 
Sandy says she would have absolutely 
not gone to school if she had known 
this was going to happen. Her degree is 
the worst thing that ever happened to 
her, she said. She doesn’t think she 
will ever be able to retire. She said: I 
just don’t have any money. I have 
nothing because of student loans. 

Her advice, 58-year-old Sandy’s ad-
vice to others? Don’t do it. Do not go 
to college. There is no guarantee your 
college degree will help you get a job 
that will pay for your student loans. 

What a sad statement. All of us tell 
our children: Keep going; go to school. 
And we should. It is the right thing to 
do. But she has a right to be dis-
appointed, even cynical about what has 
happened to her. 

Sandy isn’t alone. Other older Ameri-
cans out there are bearing the burden 

of student loan debt because of dif-
ferent situations. Do you know why? 
They were generous to their children 
and grandchildren and said: Let me 
sign the loan with you. Do you want to 
go to school? It is the dream of your 
life. Let me cosign. 

Tim Daniel’s grandparents are two of 
them. When Tim signed up for $80,000 
in student loans, he had no idea that 
years later his grandparents would be 
at risk of losing their home because of 
his students loans. Tim dreamed of 
going to college. In 2004 he enrolled in 
the Illinois Institute of Art, a for-profit 
school owned by the Career Education 
Corporation, I talked about before. 
Tim’s grandparents were so proud and 
happy, they cosigned his loans. 

Like many students who contact my 
office, Tim says he would have never 
taken out the loans if it was clearly 
stated to him how much his monthly 
payments would be. He put his trust in 
the school and he thought the coun-
selors really had his best interests in 
mind, so he took out the loan. 

Tim makes $25,000 a year. That is a 
modest income. He can’t afford to get a 
car loan, and he says he will probably 
have to rent for the rest of his life. His 
Federal loans, which have a balance 
around $23,000—Federal Government 
loans—have a manageable monthly 
payment, but his private student loans 
are completely unmanageable. The 
lenders won’t work with him to come 
up with a reasonable payment plan, 
leaving the burden of debt on his 
grandparents, who cosigned his loans. 
His grandparents don’t have any 
money. They filed for bankruptcy, too, 
but because the private student loans 
are not dischargeable in bankruptcy, 
they risk losing their home to pay off 
their grandson’s student loans. 

This isn’t the American dream. This 
is a nightmare, and we are complicit. 
We are complicit because this Federal 
Government continues to offer Pell 
grants and student loans to worthless 
schools. And students who sign up 
there think, well, if the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to loan some money, 
this must be a good school. So we are 
complicit in not policing the ranks of 
these for-profit schools on behalf of 
these students. 

Secondly, the outrage I hear ex-
pressed on this floor all the time about 
overspending by the Federal Govern-
ment should be directed as well at 
these for-profit schools. The annual 
subsidy of these for-profit schools—$31 
billion—is greater than the amount we 
spend as a nation for medical research 
in a given year—as a nation. So people 
who are intensely aware of our def-
icit—as the Presiding Officer is—who 
want to cut spending and wasteful 
areas, join me in taking a look at these 
for-profit schools. 

Congress could start by passing legis-
lation to keep interest rates on the 
Federal Government student loans at a 
manageable level of 3.4 percent. They 
are going to double in July if we don’t 
take action, so we had better do that. 
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Senator HARKIN of Iowa and I re-

cently introduced legislation that will 
help educate borrowers about private 
student loans. 

Actually, there are situations where 
students at these for-profit schools are 
still eligible to borrow money from the 
Federal Government at 3.4 percent, and 
the so-called counselors at these 
schools steer them into private loans 
at 5, 11, and up to 18 percent interest 
rates, and the students don’t know it. 
They sign up not realizing they could 
still borrow the money under manage-
able terms from the Federal Govern-
ment if they wish. There ought to be 
clear disclosure to the students, their 
families—and their grandparents. 

Our legislation, the Know Before You 
Owe Private Student Loan Act, will re-
quire private student loan lenders to 
certify a potential borrower’s enroll-
ment status and cost of attendance 
with the borrowing school and require 
institutions of higher education to 
counsel students about all their stu-
dent aid options before the private stu-
dent loan is actually disbursed. Most 
importantly, schools would have to in-
form the students about the differences 
between private student loans and Fed-
eral student loans. Federal student 
loans have consumer protections built 
in but not the private loans. 

I encourage my colleagues to go 
home and listen to these families. On 
your Web site, ask for the victims of 
student loan abuse to write in, as they 
have to my office, and you will come to 
realize this is a growing problem in 
this country. Student loan debt is 
greater than credit card debt, and it is 
coming due. Less than 40 percent of 
student loan borrowers today are cur-
rent on their payments. This is a prob-
lem that is going to haunt our Nation 
for a long time. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
bringing some real changes. If the for- 
profit school industry has anything to 
offer by way of real education and 
training, they had better shape up and 
they had better be honest with their 
students. They shouldn’t drag them 
deeply in debt for worthless diplomas 
which could literally ruin a life. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

(Mr. MANCHIN assumed the Chair.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FRANKEN). The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT S. 1789 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 
let me express my appreciation to 
every Senator. We tried something a 
little different, and I think it is some-

thing we can look to in the future. We 
decided we were going to have an 
amendment process. Maybe it is not as 
far as everyone wants to go, but it is a 
pretty good step in the right direction. 
Rather than having no amendments, 
rather than having only germane 
amendments, we decided we would have 
a standard that is very broad; that is, 
relevant amendments. It has given peo-
ple the opportunity to offer lots of dif-
ferent things. So I hope in the future— 
it may not happen on every piece of 
legislation that comes along, but I 
hope we get in the habit of being able 
to do things such as this; that gives 
Senators wide range on things they can 
do. But anyway, we have done it on 
this and I appreciate everyone’s co-
operation. 

I also appreciate the good work of 
Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator COL-
LINS. I have many times in the last 
week or so expressed that appreciation 
to them for their leadership. This has 
been extremely difficult. It is a mas-
sive bill dealing with more than one- 
half million postal employees, more 
than 30,000 post offices, 500 or so proc-
essing centers, and it has been ex-
tremely difficult to get to a point 
where I hope we can arrive shortly. So 
we are here. I have been given the nod. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the cloture motions with re-
spect to the Lieberman-Collins sub-
stitute amendment and the bill be viti-
ated; the motion to recommit be with-
drawn; that the pending amendments 
Nos. 2013 and 2015 be withdrawn and 
that the following amendments be the 
only amendments in order to S. 1789 or 
the pending substitute amendment No. 
2000, as modified: McCain 2001; Tester 
2056; Coburn 2060; McCain 2033; Wyden- 
Feinstein 2020; Coburn 2058; McCaskill- 
Merkley 2031; Coburn 2061; Snowe 2080; 
Udall of New Mexico 2043; Durbin 2082; 
Akaka 2034, with a modification agreed 
to by the two managers; Bennet-Blunt 
2047; Corker 2083; Mikulski 2003; Akaka 
2049; Paul 2025; Manchin 2079; Paul 2026; 
Bingaman 2076; Paul 2027; Cardin 2040; 
Paul 2028; Carper 2065; Paul 2029; Carper 
2066; Paul 2039; Casey 2042; Paul 2038; 
Landrieu 2072; DeMint 2046; McCaskill 
2030; Coburn 2059; Pryor 2036; Rocke-
feller 2073; Rockefeller 2074; Schumer 
2050; Tester 2032; and Warner 2071, with 
a modification agreed to by the two 
managers; that on Tuesday, April 24, at 
a time to be determined by the major-
ity leader, after consultation with the 
Republican leader, the Senate vote in 
relation to the amendments in the 
order listed; that there be 2 minutes 
equally divided in the usual form prior 
to each vote; that all after the first 
vote be 10-minute votes; that the 
amendments be subject to a 60-affirma-
tive-vote threshold; that there be no 
other amendments in order to the bill, 
the substitute amendment, as modi-
fied, or the amendments listed; and 
there be no points of order or motions 
in order to any of these amendments, 
the substitute amendment or the bill, 
other than budget points of order and 

the applicable motions to waive; that 
upon disposition of the amendments, 
the substitute amendment, as modified 
and amended, if amended, be agreed to; 
further, the bill, as amended, then be 
read a third time and the Senate pro-
ceed to a vote on passage of the bill, as 
amended; finally, that the vote on pas-
sage of the bill be subject to a 60-af-
firmative-vote threshold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S.J. RES. 36 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, another im-
portant issue: I ask unanimous consent 
that at 2 p.m., on Monday, April 23, the 
Republican leader or his designee be 
recognized to move to proceed to the 
consideration of S.J. Res. 36, a joint 
resolution disapproving a rule sub-
mitted by the National Labor Rela-
tions Board relating to representation 
election procedures; that there be up to 
4 hours of debate on the motion to pro-
ceed, with the time equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees; further, that the first 2 
hours of debate, equally divided, occur 
from 2 p.m. to 4 p.m., Monday, April 23, 
and the final 2 hours of debate, equally 
divided, occur from 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m., Tuesday, April 24; that at 2:15 
p.m., Tuesday, April 24, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on the adoption of the mo-
tion to proceed; that if the motion is 
successful, then the time for debate 
with respect to the joint resolution be 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees; that upon the 
use or yielding back of time, the joint 
resolution be read a third time and the 
Senate proceed to vote on passage of 
the joint resolution; finally, all other 
provisions of the statute governing 
consideration of the joint resolution 
remain in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
DISCHARGE OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States 
Code, hereby direct that the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions be discharged of further consider-
ation of S.J. Res. 36, a resolution on pro-
viding for congressional disapproval of a rule 
submitted by the National Labor Relations 
Board relating to representation election 
procedures, and further, that the resolution 
be immediately placed upon the Legislative 
Calendar under General Orders. 

Michael B. Enzi, Thad Cochran, Roy 
Blunt, Bob Corker, John Boozman, 
Kelly Ayotte, Marco Rubio, Olympia 
Snowe, Lamar Alexander, Rob 
Portman, Orrin Hatch, Jerry Moran, 
John Hoeven, John Cornyn, Mike 
Crapo, Jeff Sessions, Patrick Toomey, 
Jim DeMint, Tom Coburn, David Vit-
ter, Ron Johnson, Lindsey Graham, 
Saxby Chambliss, Richard Burr, John-
ny Isakson, John Thune, Michael Lee, 
Chuck Grassley, Roger F. Wicker, 
Richard G. Lugar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 
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